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ABSTRACT 
Perceptions of Vocational Business Teachers, 
Employers, and Entry-Level Office Workers Regarding 
Employable Qualifications for Entry-Level Office Workers in Utah 
by 
Jack Hoggatt 
Utah State Universi ty, 1979 
Major Professor : Dr . Lloyd Bartholome 
Department: Business Education 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to compare perceptions of vocational 
business teachers, entry-level office workers, and employers regarding 
employable qualifications for entry-level office workers in Utah. Business 
teachers, entry-level office workers, and employers were asked the follow-
in9 questions: 
1. What occupational skills are performed by entry-level 
office workers? 
2. What level off education is needed for entry-level office 
workers? 
3. What are the reasons for selecting entry-level office worker 
applicants ? 
xiv 
4. What are the rea sons for not selecting entry-l eve l office 
worker applicants? ---
5. What are the areas in whi ch improvement should be made in 
the preparation of entry-level office workers? 
6. What are the causes for termination of entry-level office 
workers ? 
7. What are the personal characteristics desired by employers 
for entry-level office workers ? 
8. What is the relationship between participation in extra-
curricular activities in school to the job success of entry-
level office workers? 
9. What is the relationsh i p between participation in on-the-job 
training programs and the job success of entry-level office 
workers ? 
10. What types of methods are used in the selection of entry-
level office workers? 
11. What further training is conducted by employers after hiring 
an entry-level office worker? 
Procedure 
The data for thi s study consisted of information obtained by ques-
tionnaires from vocational business teachers, entry-level office workers, 
and employers of entry-level office workers. Eighty percent of the 95 
teachers surveyed responded, while 72 percent of the 232 bu s inesses 
surveyed responded to the question naire. The data were then analyzed 
by one-way analysis of variance, Scheffe analysis, descriptive analysis 
and Chi-square programs. 
Principal Findings 
There is a difference between the perceptions of vocational business 
teachers , entry-level office workers, and employers regarding employable 
qualifications for entry-level office workers in Utah. Teachers indicate 
a greater frequency and a greater importance for the skills than did 
employers or employees. However, they do agree on the mo st important 
XV 
skills and the least important skills . There wa s a discrepancy among the 
three groups regarding the skills which were ranked between most important 
and least important . Teachers gave more importance to skills such as 
shorthand, filing, and running duplicating machines, while employers and 
employees gave more emphasis to the skills which require some sort of 
decision making or human relations skill. 
The three groups agreed that entry-level office workers need to 
complete high school before securing a job and that some college training 
was advisable. Personality was given as the primary reason for selecting 
entry-level office workers, while inability to communicate with employers 
was given as the primary reason for not hiring entry-level office workers. 
Once hired, making costly mistakes continuously was the reason given by 
the three groups for termination of entry-level office workers. 
Teachers viewed the ability to follow suggestions and instructions, 
employers the concern for productivity, and employees the ability to write 
and speak effectively as the areas most in need of improvement for entry-
level office workers. Interviewing was the most common method used by 
employers in selecting entry-level office workers. 
Conclusion 
A continual evaluation of business education programs should occur 
to keep business education programs current with the changing demands of 
today's business world. 
xvi 
CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
In 1972 there were 14.2 million clerical workers in the United 
States . This number is expected to total 16.7 million by 1985. 1 With 
business persons looking at schools as the appropriate institutions 
for providing business with a ready-made work force, it is even more 
important for these institutions to remain current with the changing 
times . 2 However, Lee believes that office education teachers have not 
always kept pace with the changing times: 3 
Office education teachers have always strived to provide 
students with the competencies necessary for employment. 
Instruction may be based upon what teachers think students 
need to know, rather than upon competencies that have been 
validated against actual job requirements. 
Hodge gives further support to the need for relevancy stating that 
"a common complaint voiced by students is that they are not learning what 
they need in order to perform well on future jobs . "4 Students are now, 
1Herbert Tonne, "Education for the New .Office Environment . " The 
Journal of Business Education. (Washington D. C.: Heldref Publications, 
December, 1974), p. 75. 
2stowell Symmes, "The Contribution of Secondary Schools to Education 
for Business." Thirteenth Yearbook. (Reston, VA: National Business 
Education Association, 1975), p. 279. 
3Darlene W. Lee, "Using Task Analyses to Develop Performance Goals . " 
Business Education Forum. (Reston, VA: National Business Education 
Association, January, 1975, Volume 30, No . 4}, p. 15 . 
4Marie Hodge, "The Business Internship Program: Bridging College & 
Industry . " Business Education World. (New York : Gregg Publishing 
Company, May, 1976), p. 23. 
more than ever before, demanding that teachers make instruction more 
meaningful. 5 
Business persons are also voicing their expectations of the office 
education teachers, stressing that employment of high school graduates 
who possess acceptable business attitudes towards work is becoming a 
continually greater problem . 6 It is becoming apparent that "the time is 
most appropriate for business educators to share the additional respon-
sibility of assisting the business community ... for preparing a more 
disciplined, mature individual for office responsibilities."? 
Because of the rapid changes in the business world, business 
educators realize that to keep their programs current with business 
advances, a continual reevaluation process must occur. This reevalua-
tion provides for curriculum expansion to meet new challenges. 8 
The results of this study will provide further information for the 
r eeva luation process in the area of employee qualifications for entry-
level office workers. Specific job requirements for ent ry-level office 
employees will be obtained. Data will be made available to office 
education teachers for future curriculum development. 
2 
5Dean Clayton and Mike Hill, "Directed Office Work Experience for 
Business Teachers ." The Journal of Busi ness Education. (Washington D. C.: 
Heldref Publications, December, 1975), p. 137. 
6James L. Morrison, "An Attitudinal Metamorphus in Business 
Education . " The Journal of Business Education. (Washington D. C.: 
Heldref Publications, December, 1975), p. 104 . 
8Robert 0. Snelling, "The Businessman Looks at Secretaria l Educa-
tion." Twelfth Yearbook. (Reston, VA: National Business Education 
Associat ion, 1974), p. 3. 
Statement of the Problem 
The problem of this study was that industry requirements for entry-
level office jobs in the State of Utah were not available. T-he knowledge 
of job requirements would help insure relevance to the educational pro-
grams being provided for entry-level office workers in the State of Utah. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to compare perceptions of vocational 
business teachers, entry-level office workers, and employers regarding 
employable qualifications for entry-level office workers in Utah. Busi-
ness teachers, entry-level office workers, and employers were asked the 
following questions: 
1. What occupational skills are performed by entry-level office 
worker s? 
2. What level of education is needed for entry-level office 
workers? 
3. What are the reasons for selecting entry- level office worker 
applicants? 
4. What are the reasons for· _not se 1 ecti ng entry'-1 eve 1. office 
worker applicants? 
5. What are the areas in which improvement should be made in the 
preparation of entry- level office workers? 
6. What are the causes for termination of entry-level office 
workers? 
7. What are the personal characteristics desired by empl oyers for 
entry-level office workers? 
3 
8. What is the relationship between participation in extra-curricular 
activities in school to the job success of entry-level office 
workers? 
9. What i s the relationship between participation in on-the-job 
training programs and the job success of entry-level office 
workers? 
In addition, the following questions were asked of the employers: 
10. What types of methods are used in the selection of entry-
level office workers? 
11. What further training is conducted by employers after hiring 
an entry-level office worker? 
In order to compare the perceptions of the vocational business 
teachers, employers, and entry-level office workers the following null 
hypothesis were tested: 
H
0
: There will be no significant differences between perceptions 
of business teachers, entry-level office workers, and employers with 
regard to the following: 
a. Occupational skills 
b. Level of education 
c. Reasons for selecting 
d. Reasons for not selecting 
e. Needed improvement 
f. Causes for termination 
g. Desirable characteristics 
h. Extra-curricular activities 
i. On-the-job training 
Importance of the Study 
Effective communication between vocational business teachers and 
business persons is necessary if the goals of business education are to 
be attained. 9 This need for communication was further supported by 
Melick. 
9Gerald W. Maxwell and William L. Winnett, "Assessing Relevance in 
Business Education," Eleventh Yearbook. (Reston, VA: National Business 
Education Association, 1g73), p. 289. 
4 
If ther e i s to be relevance in the education of today's 
student, and especiall y of future students, there mu st be 
communication, react i on, interaction, and exc9Bnge of idea s 
and material s between educators and bu siness . 
The communication cannot be regulated to a once-a-year activity . A 
mutual understanding of needs, problems, and approaches to solutions is 
needed between business teachers, employers, and students . Provided such 
understanding does take place , it will lead to the mutual understanding 
and improvement of current and prospective students. 
The Advisory Counc i l for Technical-Vocational Education in Texas 
gave further support for the needed relationship between school s and 
industry . They stressed the need for employers to assist schools in 
keeping abreast of changing skill requirements. When feasible , employers 
were encouraged to assist the school s in preparing young people with 
the skills and attitudes necessary to find meaningful emplo~nent in an 
ever-changing work world. 11 At the same time, evidence from the Texas 
Advisory Council ind i cated that the ideal relationsh i p between business 
and i ndu stry ha s not always been the most prevalent one. 
The various segments of our society (employers-educators ) 
have been traveling their own separate directions, pausing 
only long enough to cast doubt ·and blame upon each other . 
The question is do they continue to tl~vel in their own 
little spaceships or do they link up . 
For link- up to occur, it will be necessary for the business world 
and business teachers to work together in reevaluating the current 
curri culum. 
10Norman E. Melick, "Dialogue Between the Community and Business 
Teachers," Eleventh Yearboo k. (Reston, VA : National Business Education 
Association, 1g73}, pp. 23-24. 
11 The Adv i sory Council for Technical-Vocational Education in Texas, 
"Qualities Employers Like and Di slike in Job Applicants , " (State Board 
of Educati on, Aus ti n, Texas , 1975 ), p. 67 . 
12Ibi d. 
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One way of working toegether to determine if the curriculum is meetin g 
its goals is the survey type of research. Patrick supported the survey 
type of research when discussing ways of keeping curriculum current: 13 
Our curriculum should be designed in such a way that 
the end product of that curriculum (the students) possess 
the marketable skills that reflect our basjc aim in steno-
graphic education. In determining the composition and 
sequence of the curriculum, we should continue to be guided 
by past experience, by advisory committees, by job surveys, 
by job analyses and by research findings. 
The research findings from a survey of the business world should be 
compared to the current business education practices to determine the 
relevancy of the current curriculum and provide a basis for curriculum 
revision in future years. 14 Thus, these surveys have been encouraged 
because existing business education programs could be redefined in light 
of the extensive modification that the business community has already 
implemented . 15 
The curriculum guides for office education in the State of Utah 
resulted from the efforts of advisory committees, national research 
findings, and bu~iness educators' past experiences. Job surveys and 
job analyses should be undertaken to further validate Utah's state 
curriculum guide. Lloyd supported the need for this type of study 
to be cond ucted within the State of Utah. 16 
13Alfred Patrick, "Strengths of the Past and Present," Sixth 
Yearbook. (Wa shington, D.C.: .National Business Education Association, 
1968) ' p. 7 . -
6 
14Edward Perkins and Ross Byrd, "A Research Model for Identification 
of Task and Knowledge Clusters Associated with Performance of Major Types 
of Office Employees' Work," (Washington State University, 1966), p. 24. 
15 James Morrison, "An Unprecedented Era in Office Emp 1 oyment for 
Business and Office Education Majors," The Balance Sheet, December 1975, 
p. 152 . 
16 Interview with Gary M. Lloyd, State Specialist for Office and 
Business Education in Utah, Salt Lake City, July 21, 1g77. 
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One of the recommendations supported by the NOB ELS study wa s the need 
for loca l surveys. 
One way for curriculum workers to overcome this lack of 
specificity i s to seek out local examples of a performance 
capturing specific examples of input, the software and supplies 
necessary to process, and models of local task product 
acceptability. 
We also encourage those individual, local, and state 
research and development people who are now in throes of 
developing and implementing competency based office cur-
riculums to continue to expand thei r efforts. For it is 
the success of these developers, usually near the class-
room, who have the power of cv7riculum renewal in business 
and office learnings program . 
Thus, there i s ample evidence and support for the need of continued 
research in the area of office education . Such research in the area of 
joo requirements will help insure relevance to the educational programs 
being provided for entry-level office workers within the State of 
Utah. 
Scope of the Study 
The study was delimited to a survey of vocational bu si nes s teachers, 
entry-level office workers, and employers within the Stat e of Utah. All 
department chairpersons of office education programs at public high 
schools and public post-secondary institutions were surveyed. The chair-
persons provided the names of employers of their graduates. These employers 
served as the sample representing the employers of this study. Employers 
were asked to select two entry-level office workers in their business to 
represent the employees in thi s study . 
17 Frank W. Lanham et. al., "Development of Task Performance State-
ments for a New Office and Business Education Learnings System (NOBELS)," 
(The Center for Vocat ional and Technical Education, The Ohio State · 
University, Columbus, Ohio, September, 1972) , pp. 309- 310. 
8 
Definitions 
For the purpose of this study the followinq terms will be utilized. 
Employer: Employers include those persons who are responsible for 
the selection, supervision, and evaluation of entry-level office workers. 
Entry-level office worker: The range of beginning employment which 
individuals normally assume when they enter office occupations. 18 
Perceptions: Perceptions are defined as an employer's, entry-level 
office worker's, and teacher's personal meaning as related and inte9rated 
to his work environment. 
On-the-job training programs: Programs designed to prepare students 
for employment in office occupations by providing supervised work experi-
ence supplemented with in-school classroom instruction. 
Skills: For the purposes of this study skills refer to the 44 
technical tasks commonly performed by entry-level office workers which 
are included in section one of the questionnaire. 
Subset: A subset is a grouping of reference groups in the study 
(teachers, employers, employees) which have means that are not statis-
tically different ( p < .05) . For purposes of this study the Scheffe 
test was conducted for all ANOVA's in which a significant difference 
occurred; the Scheffe test produced the subsets for the study. 
Vocational business teacher: A teacher of business and office 
education who prepares students for employment as an entry-level office 
worker. 
18Richard Lynch et al., "Broad Content Outlines in Marketinq and 
Distribution," (Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State University, 
Blacksburg, Virginia, 1977), p. i. 
CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE 
A review of the literature was undertaken to establish a need for 
the study and to assist in determining the appropriate methodology. 
This chapter contains two sections: the first section covers task 
analysis; the second section provides a review of research related to 
the purpose of the study. 
Task Analysis 
The Center for Vocational and Technical Education at Ohio State 
University provided information on procedures for constructing and 
using task inventories . 19 A task inventory is a list of appropriate 
duty and task statements covering the tasks performed by workers in 
an occupational area. It may also contain identification and back-
ground information and may be used to collect occupational information 
from incumbent workers. 
Several purposes have been identified for the use of a task in-
ventory analysis technique. Those identified by Cristal 20 included 
the fo 11 owi nq: 
19william H. Melching and Sidney D. Borcher, "Procedures for 
Constructinq and Using Task Inventories," The Center for Vocational 
Technical Education, The Ohio State University, 1973, p. 3. 
20Raymond E. Cristal, "lmpl ications of Air Force Occupational 
Research for Curriculum Desiqn," Report of a Seminar: Process and 
Techniques of Vocational Curriculum Development (Minneapolis: 
Minnesota Research Coordinating Unit for Vocational Education, Univer-
sity of Minnesota, 1970), pp. 26-61. 
9 
10 
1. The t echnique is economical. Data can be collected from 
hundred s of worker s in an occupational field for less than it would 
cost to collect data from a few cases using professional job analys i s. 
2. The information collected is quantifiable. The number of pee-
ple performing any 9iven task can be counted and their characteristics 
described. 
3. Since the data collected by task inventory techniques are 
quantifiable, they can be stored, manipulated, analyzed, and reported 
by computer. 
4. The results of the task inventory can be validated and checked 
for stability usinq conventional statistical techniques . 
5. The technique yields information that is accurate . Workers do 
not inflate their job descriptions in terms of the number or difficulty 
levels of tasks reported. There is a high probability that significant 
tasks miss ing from the inventory will be identified by workers who per-
form them . 
In addition to those reported by Cri s tal, Ammerman21 includes the 
following : 
1. Data can be collected from many persons who are directly 
knowled9eable of what does and should occur on the job, and this data 
can be separately constructed for population subgroups to permit 
qroup or situational comparisons and contrasts. 
2. Clues may be obtained by certain task questions for areas 
and means where some job improvements might be very useful. Additional 
clues can be obtained for redes igning jobs and job lattices. 
21 Harry Ammerman, Frank Pratzner, and A. Lad Burgic, "Occupa-
tional Survey Report on General Secretaries: Task Data From Workers 
and Supervi sors Indicating Relevance and Training Criticalness," 
The Center for Vocationa l Technical Education, The Ohio State Univer-
sity, January , 1975, pp . 7-8 . 
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The information gathered through the use of task inveDtory techniques 
for occupational analysis has several uses . Some of these are: 
l . To determine what different jobs and tasks exist, their 
relationship to each other, and what the incumbent of each job is 
required to do. Detailed job and task descriptions can be developed 
for all job types within the occupational area. 
2. To determine training that can be reduced or eliminated. 
Obsolete subject matter can be identified and removed from existing 
curricula. 
3. To determine the critical tasks that should be taught in a 
vocational or technical education program. 
4. To determine the critical tasks that should be included in 
occupational competency and certification tests. 
5. To serve as a counseling aid to help students to get realistic 
perceptions of occupations. 
The task inventory analysis procedures uses conventional survey 
methods for constructing and validating occupational analyses. This 
procedure is comprised of several distinct steps, the exact number 
depending on who prepared them and the extent of detail he believes 
important. 22 
Developing and using a task inventory involves three main phases. 
These phases, along with some of the goals and various activities of 
each are: 23 
l. Construction of initial inventory of tasks. Here the goal is 
to generate a comprehensive inventory of duties and tasks for a given 
22Melching, p. 4. 
23 Ibid. 
occupational area, using variou s standard sources of information. With 
the aid of ex perts , statements are refined, grouped, and made ready for 
administration to job incumbents. 
2. Acquisition of information about each task. In this phase, the 
inventory of tasks is submitted in questionnaire form to a large group 
of job incumbents . The person checks each task in the inventory that 
is actually performed and indicates the relative amount of time spent 
performing this task compared with other tasks that are done on the job. 
3. Analysis of task data . Once questionnaires are returned and 
checked for completeness, responses are tabulated and summary statistics 
are derived . The results can then be used to guide the development or 
revision of training programs. 
Related Research 
Several studies in business and office education were undertaken 
to provide information about entry-level office workers. A summary of 
these studies will be given in the remainder of this chapter . 
Dohleman Study 
In 1972 Dohleman 24 conducted a study to identify concepts that per-
tain to office work, evaluate the importance of the concepts to office 
work, and compare the ratings of the concepts as evaluated by office 
managers, office employees, and secondary school teachers of office 
practice courses . 
The population surveyed by questionnaires was composed of 64 office 
managers, 177 office employees, and 344 secondary school teachers of 
24c. Lee Dohleman, "Identification and Evaluation of Concepts 
Related to Office Work Performance as a Basis for Emphasis in the 
Secondary School Offi ce Practice Course," Unpublished Ed. D. disser-
tation, Northern Illinois University, Dekalo, Illinoi s, 1972 . 
12 
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office pract ice courses who worked in the State of Illinois. Members 
of the population evaluated 46 concepts pertaining to office work by 
using a four-point scale of essential, desirable, questionable, and 
unimportant to rate the tasks pertaining to office work. Null hypotheses 
were tested by using the t-test for finding significant differences be-
tween the ratings of office managers, office employees, and secondary 
school teachers of vocational office practice courses. 
The findings were of three types: (l) the rank order of concepts, 
(2) the differences of evaluations given by the three groups of respon-
dents, and (3) the differences of evaluations within each group of 
respondents according to selected factors. Based upon the finding s and 
the evaluations given by the office managers, office employees, and 
secondary school teachers of office practice courses, some of Oohleman's 
conclusions were : 
l. There wa s agreement among office managers, office employees, 
and teachers of office practice courses that five concepts shou ld be 
ranked in the first nine positions for importance to office work. These 
five concepts were: (l) personal work habits, (2) two-way communica-
tion, (3) effect of employee tasks upon profit, (4) personal work atti- . 
tudes, and (5) verification of accuracy. 
2. There was agreement among office managers, office employees, 
and teachers of office practice courses that three concepts should be 
ranked in the last nine pos itions for importance to office work. These 
concepts were: (l) number bases , (2) limitations on employee personal 
contacts due to automated offices, and (3) symbolic solution of infor-
mation processing problems . 
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3. There were relatively more differences between the evaluations 
given by teachers of office practice courses and the evaluations given 
by those who work in business (office managers and office employees) 
than there were between the evaluations given by office managers and the 
evaluations given by office employees . 
4. The evaluation of concepts given by office employees tended to 
be influenced by differences in the type of business and responsibilities 
of the job . 
Texas Study 
A study to determine why employers reject job applicants, hire one 
job applicant over another, fire employees, and stress areas of improve-
ment needed in preparing people for full-time work wa s conducted by The 
Advisory Council for Technical-Vocational Education in Texas in 1975. 25 
A total of 5,213 employers were asked to rate the importance of certain 
factors such as education, training, attitudes, grooming, etc., to the 
re jec tion or acceptance of job applicants for employment with their 
firms. There were 32 . 5 percent, or 1,695, employers who returned the 
questionnaire . Employers were asked to base their responses on only 
those entry-level jobs for which education and training can normally 
be acquired at the high school level or through manpower programs. 
The major findings of the study are : 
1. The ten leading rea sons employers gave for rejecting job 
applicants after the initial submission of a job application form 
or initial job interview were, in rank order: 
a . Little interest or poor reasons for wanting a job 
25The Advi sory Council for Technical-Vocational Education in Texa s , 
"Qualities Employers Like and Di slike in Job Applicants," (State Board 
of Education), Austin, Texas , 1975, pp. 6-1 8. 
b. Applicant has a past history of job-hopping 
c. Inability of applicant to communicate during job interview 
d. Health record 
e. I11111aturity (other than chronological age) 
f. Personal appearance 
g. Manners and mannerisms 
h. Personality 
i. Lack of job related ski 11 s 
j. Poorly filled out job application form 
2. Once a choice of applicants for an entry-level job has been 
narrowed to a final few, the ten leading reasons employers gave for 
hiring one applicant over another were, in rank order: 
a. Previous work experience 
b. Interest shown in job for which being interviewed 
c. Recommendations from previous employers 
d. Training background 
e. Ambitions 
f. Health record 
g. Personal appearance 
h. Personality 
i. Maturity (other than chronological age) 
j. Manners and mannerisms 
3. To become employed at an entry-level job, employers were asked 
if a job applicant has to have occupational skills. Over 53 percent of 
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the 1,695 employers stated that occupational skills were required for entry-
level jobs. Of the 53 percent who require occupational skills, 14 percent 
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indicated they were required for "all jobs" while 32 percent indicated 
they were required for "most jobs . " The remaining 54 percent stated they 
are required for at least "some" entry-level jobs. Of the 45 percent who 
stated that occupational skills "are not required for entry-level jobs," 
ten percent said that an applicant with occupational skills will start, 
for all jobs, at higher pay than the applicant with just a basic education . 
4. Based on their experiences in dealing with job applicants and 
employees, employers were asked how much improvement they believed was 
needed in a variety of areas in the preparation of people for entry 
into the work world full-time. The ten areas in which improvement was 
most needed were, in rank order: 
a . A concern for productivity 
b. A pride of craftsmanship and quality of work 
c. Responsibility and the ability to follow through on an 
assigned task 
d. Dependability 
e. Work habits 
f. Attitudes toward company and employer 
g. The ability to write and speak effectively 
h. The ability to follow instructions 
i. The ability to read and apply printed matter to the job 
j. Ambition/motivation/desire to get ahead 
5. Employers were asked their views as to the leading causes of 
employees being terminated by t heir firms . The five leading causes, in 
rank order were: 
a. Absenteeism 
b. Lack of interest in the job 
c. Continuously makes costly mis takes 
d. Doe s not follow instruction 
e. Shows an unwillingness to learn 
The Texas study concluded that although public education and man-
power programs must carry the major responsibility in preparing people 
with the skills and attitudes necessary for entry and progression in 
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the work world, they alone cannot do the total job. The development of 
attitudes about people, work, and li fe in general must begin early in 
the home. This development process must then be carried into the schools 
where both the schools and parents must work together to continue the 
process. 
Scalamogna Study 
A survey to determine office positions available and knowledges 
and ski ll s needed for initial employment of the high school graduate 
was conducted by Scalamogna in 1969. 26 The major purposes of the study 
were (1) to identify and analyze the essential office ski ll s and know-
ledges needed by the beginning office worker for initial job competency 
in these office positions, (2) to identify and analyze the duties per-
formed by the beginning office workers presently employed in these 
office positions, and (3) to compare the essential skills and know-
ledges with the duties performed by beginning workers. 
The population for the study was limited to businesses and indus-
tries in the metropolitan Houston area employing four or more persons. 
26oon J. Sea 1 amogna, "A Survey to Determine Office Positions 
Available and Knowledges and Skil l s Needed for Initial Employment of 
the High School Graduate with Recommendations for Updating the Business 
Education Curriculum," Unpublished Ed. D. dis sertation, University of 
Houston, Houston, Texas, 1969 . 
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Only those office workers who had been employed in initial posi tion for 
three years or less after graduation from high school, had no previou s 
full-time experience in office work, and had no post-high school educa-
tion were surveyed. 
Questionnaires were used in the collection of data from employers 
and office workers . Information pertaining to initial employment 
opportunities, data concerning essential skills and knowledges, and 
data pertaining to duties performed by beginning workers in initial 
office positions were compiled. 
Based on the major findings of the study, the most important 
conclusions were : 
1. The relationship between business educators and business was 
not in close harmony from the standpoint of each understanding the role 
of the other. 
2. The most important reasons for not employing high school 
business graduates with no previous experience and no post-high school 
education in the order of importance were lack of experience, on-the-
job training too long and/or too expensive, immaturity, and work 
requiring post-high school education . 
3. The greatest percentage of initial job opportunities for the 
high . school business graduate was in the general office work area, 
although .· a significant number of opportunities were also available in 
the bookkeeping and stenographic-secretarial office work areas . The 
data processing office work area offered limited initial employment 
opportunities. 
4. Of the four groups of general office skills and knowledges, 
filing wa s considered the most essential for beginning workers in 
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initial general office positions. Communications skill s and knowledges 
and typewriting skills and knowledges, with a minimum speed of between 
45 and 60 words per minute, were required in a majority of the initial 
general office positions. 
5. Data processing, shorthand and transcription, and bookkeeping 
skills and knowledges were considered as nonessential in the majority 
of the beginning general office positions. 
6. Alphabetic filing was considered essential in more than three-
fourths of the beginning office positions . 
7. The skill in the operation of the ten-key adding machine was 
considered to be essential in a majority of beginning office positions . 
8. A majority of the beginning office positions required that 
office workers be prepared in proper telephone usage and techniques; 
accurate spelling; fluent speaking; and proper usage of punctuation, 
capitalization, and word division in written materials. 
9. The skill in the operation of the electric typewriter was con-
sidered as being essential in the majority of the beginning office 
positions. 
Kap lan Study 
Kaplan•s 27 study was conducted in l975to determine if the voca-
tional education programs in the local schoo l s met the needs of industry 
and also if the programs offered adequate training for students to obtain 
entry-level positions in the Philadel phia area . The purposes of the 
study were (l) to determine the adequacy of the present vocational educa-
tion programs in meeting the present and future needs of industry in 
27samuel Kaplan, "Entry-Level Positions and Skills as They Related 
to the Local Schools' Programs as Perceived by Employers," Unpublished 
Ed. D. di ssertation, Temple University, Phi l adelphia, Pennsylvania, 1975. 
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t erms of entry-level pos itions and (2) to determine changes in curriculum 
that are needed to meet the needs of industry. 
Two hundred of the largest employers in the Philadelphia area were 
selected as the sample . A que stionnaire was used to gather the informa-
tion for the study. 
The findings were: 
1. Vocational education was considered to be of great importance. 
2. Employers placed considerable importance on training for produc-
tion and non-production workers in the following areas : (a) efficiency; 
(b) courtesy; (c) conversation; (d ) manner; (e) neatness. 
3. The number of skills for most jobs was found to be l arge and 
diverse, indicating employers expected a wide background of training 
or experiences. The possession of these skills ha s value to individual s 
in obtaining initial employment for upgrading , or for advancement. 
Special emphasi s wa s placed on read ing and communicational skills. 
4. The breadth of offerings in vocational education are adequate 
to cope with the demands of business and industry. However, in business 
education the schools are not placing sufficient emphas is on typing or 
shorthand. 
5. There was a very strong and necessary need for increased com-
munication and understanding between businesses and industries and the 
schools regarding job availability and job requirements. 
The major recommendations of the study were that the school dis-
trict should devise ways to maintain extensive and accurate communication 
with employers and local educational institutions and that there should 
be constant on-going surveys to provide such information. 
O'Nei l Study 
With increasing job mobility, it is des irable that workers have 
a common core of skills to permit career changes with a minimum of 
retraining between occupations. O'Neil 28 in a state-wide study con-
ducted in Illinois identified the skill s necessary for survival in the 
world of work as perceived by workers . A listing of over 500 occupa-
tional survival skill items was reviewed by a panel of experts and re-
duced to 27 basic occupational survival skills. A telephone survey of 
589 participants was then completed to determine the survdval skill s. 
Eleven of the 27 skills were rated as being very important for 
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job maintenance by at least 50 percent of the total respondents. These 
were : (1} to be dependable (82.34 percent}, (2) to understand written 
information (61.63 percent) , (3) to follow instruction (58 .06 percent}, 
(4) to get along with people with a variety of personalities (57.72 per-
cent}, (5) to give an honest day's work (57 .04 percent}, (6) t o manage 
time and materials efficiently (53.31 percent), (7} to be punctual 
(52 . 97 percent}, (8} to work without close supervision (51 .95 percent), 
(9) to know what is expected of you (51.1 percent), (1} t o maintain 
good health (50.25 percent), and (11) to know your own abilities, 
strengths, and weaknesses (50 .25 percen t) . 
O'Neil concluded that programs need to be developed whereby 
workers in business and industry have more contact and input into the 
educational systems. From thi s interactio~ goals and objectives which 
are more compatible with the needs and requirements of business can be 
developed . The needs of bu si ne ss and the need s of individuals must be 
28sharon Lund O'Nei l , "Workers Percept ion s of Skills Necessary 
for Survival in the World of Work, " Unpublished Ph. D. di ssertation, 
University of Illinois, Urbana, Illinoi s, 1976. 
considered in a corresponding relationship. By better preparing peo-
ple for work, the better able they will be to survive in the highly 
complex, buisness oriented society which exists in the United States 
today . 
McElwee Study 
McElwee29 conducted a study in 1972 in the York County area of 
South Carolina to determine the entry-level job requirements of high 
school business graduates. To determine the emphasis to be placed on 
personal qualities and the standards to be used in the business cur-
riculum were the main emphasis of this study. McElwee surveyed 120 
business firms as the source of her data. 
The major conclusions reached by McElwee were: 
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1. In order to be considered for an office position in York County, 
it was not necessary to have additional training beyond high school. How-
ever, additional training at business college or technical education 
school may be helpful. 
2. Typewriting skill was required for most beginning office posi-
tions. A rate of fifty ·Words per minute would make an applicant eli-
gible for employment in the majority of businesses. 
3. Most of the beginning applicants should be prepared in the 
basic typewriting skills. Typing letters, addressing envelopes, and 
typing information on forms are the three most frequently used skills. 
4. It is apparent that shorthand was not required in many firms, 
but there was a sufficient number of positions requiring shorthand skill 
to indicate a need for preparation in this skill. Applicants able to 
2\ena Rae McElwee, "A Survey of Selected Businesses in York 
County, South Carolina to Determine the Entry-Level Job Requirements 
of High School Business Graduates," Unpublished Ed. D. dissertation, 
North Carolina State Universtiy, Greensboro, North Carolina, 1972. 
ta ke di ctation at a rate of 80 word s per mi nu te would · be able to qualify 
in a major ity of firm s tha t have such po sition s . 
5. A transcription rate standard was not required by the greatest 
number of employers. However, it is doubtful if some of the employers 
understood what constitutes rate in transcription . 
6. The office machines that beginning office workers were most 
frequently required to operate in the York County area were: ten-key 
and full-key adding machines, duplicating machines, and printing and 
key-driven calculators. 
7. It is apparent that employers expect the beginning office 
employee to perform varied clerical duties. Answering the telephone, 
handling outgoing and incoming mail, receiving callers, and all filing 
dutieswereamong the most frequently performed duties . 
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8. Many employers felt that beginning office workers were deficient 
in many personal tra i ts. Abi li ty to get along well with others, depen -
da bility, and honestywereconsidered to be the three most important 
personal traits by the greatest number of employers . 
9. Employers have found the beg inning offi ce employee deficient 
in many of the clerical skills. Checking work for accuracy appears to 
be the greatest weakness. 
10. The same clerical skill that the largest number of employers 
have found deficient, checking work for accuracy, was also considered the 
mo st important . Typing with accuracy, organization of work, and spelling 
were considered very important andwereoften found to be inadequate . 
Based upon those conclusions, McElwee makes the following recommen-
dations : 
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l . Vocational business educators and guidance counselors should 
be made aware that the manufacturing, finance, insurance and real estate, 
and service-type concerns offer the greatest opportunities for employ-
ment of high school graduates . 
2. Business terms and exercises related to activities found in 
the types of firms mentioned above should be incorporated into the 
curriculum when possible. 
3. The business education curriculum should tontinue to place 
emphasis on typewriting, shorthand, and bookkeeping instruction because 
many employers in the area consider these skills as prerequisites to 
employment. 
4. The goal in typewriting instruction should be at least fifty 
words per miAute with special emphasis on typing letters, addressing 
envelopes, and typing information on forms. 
5. A close relationship should be developed between businessmen 
and the business education department. Contact with the business depart-
ment with respect to qualifications of applicants, businessmen as guest 
speakers, and student visits to firms should be used as ways to develop 
good relationships, better prepared students, and inform businessmen. 
6. Additional training beyond high school is not a necessity, but 
should be suggested as a means of more and better employment opportunities. 
Sanders Study 
Sanders30 identified the competencies needed by the beginning secre-
tary based upon an analysis of the perceptions of secretaries, office 
30Rubye Coleman Sanders, "An Identification of Competencies Needed 
by the Beginning Secretary as Perceived by Three Groups of Judges," 
Unpublished Ed. D. dissertation, the University of Geovgia, Athens, 
Georgi a, 1977. 
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managers, and business teacher educators in 1977. The sample included 
75 secretaries who were members of the National Secretaries As sociation 
in Georgia and South Carolina; 73 office managers who were members of 
the Admini stra tive Management Society in Georgia, South Carolina, and 
Tennessee; and 48 business teacher educators who were members of the 
National Association for Business Teacher Education in 12 Southern 
States. 
The findings reported by Sanders include: (1) On seven of the 
eight factors, a significant difference occurred between the perceptions 
of the secretaries, office managers, and business teacher educators as 
to the frequency of performance of the secretarial competencies. (2) No 
s ignificant relationship was indicated between the perceptions of the 
respondents of different age groups and educational levels. (3) The 
office managers, sec retaries, and business teacher educators do not 
agree on the competencies required of secretaries. (4) The age and 
educational level of the respondents do not seem to influence their 
perceptions of the competencies. 
Szilagyi Study 
A study conducted in 1974 by Roberta Szilagyi 31 sought to determine 
the standards, job requirements and testing procedures at selec ted 
employment agencies and employment contractors in Charlotte, North 
Carolina. The study was limited to job applicants seeking initial 
employment in office occupations. 
From her research Szilagyi made the following recommendations: 
31 Roberta Szilagyi, "A Study to Determine the Standards, Job 
Requirements and Testing Procedures at Selected Employment Agencies 
and Employment Contractors in Charlotte, North Carolina for Job Appli-
cants Seeking Initial Employment in Office Occupations," M.S. thesis , 
Winthrop College, Rock Hill, South Carolina, 1974. 
1. To meet the requirements of the business community, bu s iness 
educators must keep the business curricula up - to-date. To determine 
standards, testing procedures and job requirements that exist in the 
area, similar studies should be made every three or four years. 
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2. If they expect to seek employment in business offices, students 
should be encouraged to obtain high school diplomas, take business 
courses and acquire skills . 
3. Typewriting should be made available to all students; shorthand 
should be recommended to those students capable and interested in .. the 
subject. 
4. Students should be prepared for job interviews, for filling 
out application blanks and for taking tests, particularly skill tests. 
5. Of definite benefit to job seekers was part-time employment. 
Students should be made aware of this fact and encoura9ed to get work 
experience. 
6. Business education teachers must emphasize to their students 
the importance of dress and grooming, attitudes and personality on job 
interviews. 
7. Educators must accept the responsibility for providing career 
information and career guidance to students ; they must accept respon-
sibility for instructing young people how to go about seeking employment . 
B. By emphasizing English skills in buisness courses, business 
education teachers can do their part in helping overcome the English 
deficiencies of students. 
Dean Study 
A study to determine the entry emp loyment requirements and causes 
for termination of office workers in Cambria County was conducted in 
27 
1973 at lndiania University by John Dean. 32 Personal traits and 
attitudes that bu s inesses consider important for successful employment 
were a 1 so determined .. 
Among the findings which relate to this study were: Only thirty-
five percent of the businesses gave non-skill employment tests. Most of 
the tests given were to determine whether or not the applicants had 
numerical and clerical aptitudes. The civil service test, required by 
the government agencies, was the most comprehensive non-skill test given. 
Skill tests were given by 85 percent of the companies interviewed. The 
typewriting speeds requi·red by most of the businesses were from 40 to 
50 words per minute. These speeds covered sixty percent of the businesses 
while 20 percent had no minimum and 5 percent required 55 words per 
minute. Shorthand tests were given by 65 percent of the businesses 
participating in the investigation. Forty-five percent required 80 
words per minute, 10 percent required 100 words per minute, and 10 
percent required lower than 80. 
The most important trait or attitude necessary for successful 
employment was "interest in job ." Pride in work and seeing the job to 
completion, initiative, getting along with other people, and following 
directions ranked next in order and constituted the first five traits 
and attitudes picked from a listing of twelve. 
It was found that 12 percent of those people terminated in the past 
three years were terminated because of a lack of skills while 88 percent 
were terminated because of deficiencies in character traits. Unadaptabil ity 
32John W. Dean, "Entry Employment Requirements and Causes for 
Termination of Office Workers in Selected Businesses in Cambria 
County," M.S. thesis, Indiana University of Pennsylvania, Indiana, 
Pennsylvania, 1973. 
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accounted for 36 percent, followed by non-cooperation with 20 percent 
and absences for cau ses other than illness with 16 percent. 
Dean recommended that the schools keep their standards of achieve-
ment slightly higher than the requirements of business as these are 
minimum requirements. It was further recommended that all students be 
made aware of the employment requirements of buisness and that the 
Business Education Departments of the schools stay in contact with the 
business community so that they can develop the type of employee that 
is required by business today. 
Weyrich Study 
To determine if South Dakota business and office programs are 
preparing students to meet the needs of the business offices, Weyrich33 
conducted personal intervi ews with t wen ty-nine employers. In addition, 
twelve South Dakota high schools participated in the study. 
The significant finding s of the study are (1) Larger companies 
administer employment tests in the skills area while sma ller offices 
place the emphasis on personality and personal appearance when hiring 
employees. (2) All business employers included in this study used 
personal interviews in hiring new employees. (3) Approximately 
one-third of the office employers ranked entry- level employees below 
average in spelling, grammar, punctuation, written expression , tele-
phone techniques, handwriting, and composing. (4) The alphabetic 
method of filing was used in all offices. (5) Copy machines and 
electric typewriters were used in 90 percent of the offices. 
33 vvonne Weyrich, "A Study to Determine if South Dakota Business 
and Office Education Programs are Preparing Students to Meet the Needs 
of the Business Offices," Ph. D. di ssertation, University of Northern 
Colorado, Greeley , Colorado, 1976. 
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In interviewing the bustness teachers Weyrich found: (1) The 
majority of business and office education students were taught machine 
skills which are similar to the skills necessary to operate machines in 
most business offices. (2) Personal attributes and skills necessary in 
business offices were stressed in the programs of the high schools . 
(3) Speed and accuracy requirements in skill subjects were similar to 
the standards set by business offices. (4) Sixty-seven percent of the 
schools offered students the opportunity to participate in on-the-job 
training and/or:··cooperative work programs. 
Tomjack Study 
Tomjack34 (1976) surveyed 46 different business organizations in a 
nine state area ~ to determine the extent that post-secondary educational 
training influenced initial office employment of selected female employees. 
The questionnaire-survey method was used to collect data on female 
employees whose initial office employment began in 1973, 1974, or 1975. 
The 46 organizations completed 192 usable questionnaires. 
The following summarizes the major findings of the study. (1) Female 
empl oyees preparing for office employment will be required to have some 
combination of the following skills, abilities, and knowledges : type- ·· 
writing, filing, adding and calculating machines, shorthand, bookkeeping 
and accounting, machine transcription, duplicating and reproducing 
machines , cashiering, telephone switchboard operation, and magnetic card 
typewriting. (2) Typewriting and filing skills are required of the 
majority of initial office employees at all levels of company size. 
34Lynn John Tomjack, "The Effects of Post-Secondary Education on 
Initial Office Employment for Se l ected Female Empl oyees in Selected 
Midwest States for 1973, 1974, and 1975," Ph. D. dissertation, University 
of Northern Colorado, Greeley, Colorado, 1976. 
(3) The most important personal characteristics considered for initial 
employment were mental alertness, attitude, appearance, and maturity. 
(4) Students who are seeking initial employment in the office areas 
benefit from part-time office work experience prior to their initial 
full-time employment. (5) Women who receive recognition for attendance 
at a post-secondary educational institution usually receive higher in-
itial wages and more challenging job assignments than do high school 
graduates who do not possess any post-secondary training. (6) The 
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length of attendance at post-secondary educational institutions and the 
type of skills, abilities, and knowledges possessed are important factors 
in the determination of initial salaries and job titles for office 
employees. (7) High school graduates, even those who possess part-time 
office experience or intern experience, are at a distinct disadvantage 
when competing for initial office jobs with former students of four-year 
colleges. 
As a result of reviewing the literature, the following conclusions 
are drawn: 
l. The relationship between the expectations of business educators 
and business employers-employees is not in close harmony regarding the 
qualifications of beginning office workers. As indicated by the studies, 
there was a need for increased communication and understanding between 
business and industry and the schools regarding these job requirements. 
2. Shorthand and transcription were considered nonessential in 
many of the studies reviewed. However, as indicated in one study, there 
was a need for more emphasis to be placed on this area. 
3. The one area where there was agreement among the individuals 
surveyed was the importance of typewriting as a skill for beginning 
office workers . 
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4. A majority of those surveyed indicated a high degree of importance 
in considering attitude as a reason for hiring as well as a reason for 
termination of beginning office workers. 
Part of the reason for the large discrepancies between the studies 
conducted may have been due to the differences in the geographic areas 
where the studies were conducted, differences in the years when the 
studies were conducted, and to some degree the differences in the objec-
tives of the studies. 
The methods and procedures used in conducting this study will be 
discussed in the next chapter . 
CHAPTER III 
METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
This chapter contains a discussion of the methods and procedures 
which were used to compare the perceptions of vocational business teachers, 
entry-level office workers, and employers regarding employable qualifica-
tions for entry-level office workers. Specifically, the chapter contains 
a description of : (1) the population and sample, (2) the development of 
the research instrument, and (3) how the data were analyzed. 
Population and Sample 
The population of the study included business teachers, entry-level 
office workers and employers of entry-level office workers . 
Business teachers 
A list of all public high school and public post-secondary business 
teachers within the State of Utah was obtained from the State Department 
of Education . The listing was used to determine the sample of business 
teachers to be used in the study. All public high school (86) and public 
post-secondary (9) department chairpersons in the State of Utah were 
surveyed for purposes of this study. 
Employers 
All secondary and post-secondary business education department 
chairpersons in public educational institutions in Utah were asked to 
provide the names of ten businesses where their graduates were employed 
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as entry-level office workers. The department chairpersons returned the 
names of 232 businesses where their graduates were employed. This served 
as the sample for the employers. 
Entry-level office workers 
Each of the employers included in the sample was asked to have two 
of their entry-level office workers fill out the questionnaire . This 
served as the sample for the employees. 
The Instrument 
A questionnaire wa s used to collect the data for the study. Tuckman 
identified the purposes for which questionnaires are used as follows:35 
Questionnaires are used by researchers to convert into 
data the information directly given to a person . By providing 
access to what is 'inside a person's head,' these approaches 
make it possible to measure what a person knows (knowledge 
or information), what a person likes or dislikes (values and 
preferences), and what a person thinks (attitudes and beliefs). 
The initial step in the development of the survey i nstrument was 
a review of the literature concerning requirements of entry-level office 
workers. A computer search was conducted at the University of Utah to 
obtain a li sti nq of all studies which had been conducted in the area of 
employment qualification of office workers. These studies were used to 
develop the sections on the questionnaire which would answer the 11 
questions identified in the purpose of the study. These questions 
were: 
1. What occupational ski ll s are performed by entry-level office 
workers? 
2. What level of education is needed for entry-level office 
workers? 
35Bruce Tuckman, Conducti ng Educational Research New York: 
Harcourt Brace Javanovich, Inc., 1972, p. 48 . 
3. What are the reasons for selecting entry-level office worker 
applicants? 
4. What are the reasons for not se l ecting entry-level office 
worker applicants? -
5. Wha t are the areas in which improvement should be made in the 
preparation of entry-level of fi ce workers ? 
6. What are the causes for termination of entry-level office 
workers? 
7. What are the personal characteristics desired by employers 
for entry-leve l office workers? 
8. What is the relationship between participation in extra-
curricular activities in school to the j ob success of entry-
1 eve 1 office workers? 
9. What is t he relationship between participation in on - the-job 
training programs and the job success of entry-level office 
workers? 
10 . What types of methods are used in the selection of entry-
1 eve 1 office workers? 
11. Wha t further training is conducted by emp 1 oyers after hiring 
an entry-level office worker? 
To answer the first question, a l ist of 44 tasks was identified 
for the respondents to indicate a frequency (daily, weekly , monthly, 
yearly, or never) and importance (no importance, limited importance, 
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somewhat important, considerably important , or extremely important) 
rating. To identify the level of education preferred for entry-level 
office workers, five different levels were given from which the respon-
dents could choose. The section on reasons for selecting an entry-level 
office worker contained 20 possible responses . The respondents were 
asked to circle the degree of .importance they felt was attached to 
each reason. The respondents were given 20 choices for reasons for 
not selecting entry-level office workers, 11 choices for the importance 
of reasons for termination of entry-level office workers, 16 choices 
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for the importance of personal characteristics, and 20 choices for the 
improvement needed in the preparation of entry-level office workers . They 
were asked to indicate their perceptions for each category by circling 
their choice . Respondents were asked to check a "yes" or "no" to indi-
cate how they felt about extra-curricular activities and on-the-job work 
experience programs. 
The questionnaires sent to the employers included a section asking 
them to check the method of evaluation they used in selecting an entry-
level office worker, a section where they were asked to list the types 
of further training done by their firm, and a section where they were 
asked to indicate the typewriting and shorthand speeds they required 
of their entry-level office workers. 
Two separate questionnaires were designed for this study. One for 
the teachers and entry-level office workers and a second one for the 
employers which included the additional questions. The ·two questionnaires 
were designed so that a comparison of perceptions of occupational skills, 
requirements, and desirable characteristics of entry-level office workers 
could be made among the three surveyed groups of business teachers, entry-
level office workers, and employers . 
The Utah Advisory Council for Business and Office Occupations was 
asked to evaluate the initial questionnaire. (The list of advisory mem-
bers is included in Appendix A) . The advisory council consists of per-
sonnel directors, placement supervisors, the state specialist for busi-
ness and office occupations, and business teachers. Members of the coun-
cil were knowledgeable about the qualifications of entry- level office 
workers. Their suggestions were considered and the questionnaire revised 
before conducting the pilot test . 
A pilot study was conducted by submitting the questionnaire to 
three business teachers, three employers of entry-l evel office workers, 
and three entry-level office workers in the Ogden area. (A listing of 
those who participated in the pilot test is included in Appendix B). 
Each person was asked to react to the clarity of the directions and 
to complete the questionnaire. Suggestions from the participants were 
used to provide more clarity on the instructions given on the question-
naire. There seemed to be general agreement that the questionnaire was 
very complete in covering the areas indicated in the purpose of the 
study. 
Distribution of the questionnaires 
The questionnaires were sent to the 95 business department chair-
persons (high school and post-secondary) and to the 232 businesses. A 
cover letter and a stamped, addressed envelope were enclosed with the 
questionnaires. {The letter and questionnaire are included in 
Appendix C). Twenty-eight questionnaires were returned by the teachers 
on the initial mailing (29 percent) , and sixty-eight of the businesses 
responded on the initial mailing (29 percent). 
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Two weeks after the initial mailing, a follow-up was sent to those 
not responding to the initial mailing. Twenty additional questionnaires 
were received from teachers (20 percent), while an additional th irty-
seven businesses responded {16 percent) . Two additional follow-ups were 
made to receive an 82 percent response from teachers and a 72 percent 
response from businesses. (Follow-up letters are included in Appendix D) . 
Analysis of the Data 
Data for this study were gathered by the use of the questionnaire. 
Data were then analyzed to determine if there existed a signifi cant 
difference between the perceptions of vocational business teachers, 
entry-level office workers, and employers regarding employable quali-
fications of entry-level office workers. Computer facilities at Utah 
State University were used to analyze the data. Computer programs used 
in this study included one-way analysis of variance, Scheffe analysis, 
descriptive analysis, and Chi-square analysis. The Statistical Package 
for the Social Sciences (SPSS) was the computer program used to treat 
the data. 
First, mean scores and standard deviations were calculated for the 
vocational business teachers, employers of entry-level office workers, 
and entry-level office workers for each item on the questionnaire to 
provide descriptive comparisons of the responses. One-way analysis of 
variance tests were then conducted to determine if there were signifi-
cant differences {p <.05) between the means of the three groups for the 
items concerning occupational skills, reasons for selecting, reasons 
for not selecting, areas of needed improvement, causes for termination, 
and desirable characteristics of entry-level office workers. These 
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items correspond to Questions l, 3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 on the questionnaire . 
For those items on which a significant difference was found, Scheffe 
tests were run to determine between which groups the difference occurred. 
The Scheffe test is a posteriori comparison of means which gives a mean-
ingful interpretation of the data following an F test. The Scheffe 
method is more rigorous than other multiple comparison methods with regard 
to Type I error . 36 
36George A. Ferguson, Statistical Analysis in Psychology and 
Education. New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1959 , pp. 295-297. 
Third, Chi-square tests were conducted to determine if there wa s 
a relationship {p <. 05) between the three groups being surveyed con-
cerning level of education, extra-curricular activities, and on-the-job 
training . These items correspond to Questions 2, 8, and 9 on the ques-
tionnaire. 
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Finally, descriptive statistics were used for those questions asked 
only of the employer concerning methods of selecting and further train-
ing of entry-level office workers (Questions 10 and 11). 
CHAPTER IV 
FINDINGS 
The purpose of this study was to compare perceptions of vocational 
business teachers, employers of entry-level office workers, and entry-
level office workers regarding employable qualifications for entry-
level office workers. In addition, employers were surveyed to determine 
the methods used in the selection of entry-level office workers and the 
types of further training conducted by employers after hiring entry-level 
office workers. 
Data for this chapter were obtained from the questionnaires mailed 
to vocational business teachers, employers and entry-level office workers . 
Of the 95 questionnaires mailed to vocational business teachers, 78, or 
82 percent, were returned. Of the 232 businesses surveyed, 166 responded 
for a 72 percent return. 
The analysis of the data is divided into 11 sections: 
l. occupational skills 
2. level of education preferred for entry-level office workers 
3. reasons for selecting entry-level office workers 
4. reasons for not selecting entry-level office workers 
5. reasons for termination of entry-level office workers 
6. importance of personal characteristics desired by employers 
of entry-level office workers 
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7. improvement need ed in the preparation of entry-level office 
workers 
8. importance of extra-curricular activities 
9. importance of on-the-job work experience programs 
10 . types of methods used in the selection of entry-level office 
workers 
11 . typewriting and shorthand skill requirements 
Occupational Skills 
The information in this section will relate to the frequency and 
importance of occupational skills as percei ved by vocational business 
teachers, employers, and employees. One-way analysis of variance tables 
will be given only for those occupational skills where a significant 
difference existed at the .05 level. 
The one-way analysis of variance tables for the categories where 
no s.ignificant differences were found are included in Appendix E. There 
were no significant differences found for the following occupational 
skills: 
1. receiving callers--frequency 
2. us ing the telephone--frequency 
3. completion of forms--frequency 
4. typing legal documents--frequency 
5. composing letters - -frequency 
6. handling money--frequency 
7. numeric filing--frequency 
8. photocopying--frequency 
9. electric typewriter--frequency 
10. receiving callers--importance 
11 . using the telephone--importance 
12. typing reports-- importance 
13 . completion of forms--importance 
14. typing legal documents--importance 
15. composing l etters--importance 
16. handling money--importance 
17. numeric filing--importance 
18. full-keyboard adding machine--importance 
19. manual typewriter--importance 
20. electric typewriter--importance 
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Taking dictation in 
written shorthand--frequency 
The null hypothesis tested was : 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to frequency of taking dictation in written 
shorthand. 
Results . Table 1 shows an F probability of 0.000. Therefore, the 
null hypothesis was rejected. The Scheff~ test results shown at the 
bottom of Table 1 indicated a difference between those in subset 1 and 
those in subset 2. Therefore, the difference was between teachers-
employers and teachers-employees. No significant difference exists 
between those within the same Scheff~ subset, employers-employees. 
(The frequency scale used was: 1 = daily, 5 = never) 
Table 1. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for the 
category taking dictation in written shorthand--frequency. 
Source of Degrees 
Variation of Freedom 
Total 425 
Groups 2 
Error 423 
Sum of 
Squares 
1,054.39 
173.56 
880.83 
Mean 
Squares 
86.78 
2.08 
F Probability 0.000 
N = 426; teachers = 68, employers 135 , employees = 223 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 1.93 Employers 3.55 
Employees 3.72 
F 
Ratio 
41.68 
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Transcribing from 
shorthand notes 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
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employees with regard to frequency of transcribing from shorthand notes. 
Results. As shown by Table 2, the F probability is 0.0000. The 
null hypothesis was therefore, rejected. The difference occurred between 
teachers-employers and teachers-employees. There was no difference 
between employers and employees . 
Table 2. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for the 
category transcribing from shorthand notes--frequency. 
Source of Degrees 
Variation of Freedom 
Total 420 
Group 2 
Error 418 
F Probability = 0.0000 
Sum of 
Squares 
l ,041. 91 
179.14 
862.77 
Mean 
Square 
89.57 
2.06 
N = 421; teachers= 68, employers 132, employees= 221 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers l . 93 Employers 3. 65 
Employees 3.72 
Transcribing from 
dictating machine--frequency 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
F 
Ratio 
43.40 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to frequency of transcribing from a dictating 
machine. 
Results. The F probability , as indicated by Table 3, is 0.0000. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected . There was a significant 
difference between all three groups--teachers-employers, teachers-
employees, and employers-employees . 
Table 3. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for the 
category transcribing from dictating machine--frequency. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean F 
Variation of Freedom Squares Square Ratio 
Total 418 1,098.06 
Group 2 276.87 138.43 70.13 
Error 416 821 . 19 1.97 
F Probability = 0.0000 
N = 419; teachers 66, employers = 132, employees = 221 
Scheffe' Subset Scheffe Subset 2 Scheff€ Subset 3 
Teachers l .89 Employers 3.76 Employees 4.23 
~ letters--frequency 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to frequency of typing letters. 
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Results . The F probability, as shown by Table 4, is 0.0031. There-
fore , the null hypothesi s was rejected . The Scheffe test indicated the 
significant difference was between teachers-employers and teachers-employees. 
There was no difference between employers-employees. 
Table 4. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for 
the category typing letters--frequency. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
428 
2 
426 
Sum of 
Squares 
633.24 
16.98 
616.26 
Mean 
Square 
8.49 
1.45 
F Probability= 0.0031 
N = 429; teachers= 68, employers 137, employees= 224 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 1.28 Employers 1.80 
Employees 1 .83 
Table 5. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for 
the category typing carbon packs--frequency. 
Source of Degrees 
Variation of Freedom 
Total 413 
Group 2 
Error 411 
Sum of 
Squares 
1,253.49 
119.11 
1 '134.38 
Mean 
Square 
59.56 
2..76 
F Probability = 0.0000 
N = 414; teachers = 68, employers 128, employees = 218 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 1.74 Employers 3.25 
Employees 3.13 
F 
Ratio 
5.87 
F 
Ratio 
21.58 
44 
Typing carbon 
packs--frequency 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to frequen cy of typing carbon packs. 
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Results. Table 5 shows an F probability of 0.0000 . Therefore, the 
null hypothes ·i s was rejected. The difference occurred between teachers-
employers and teachers-employees . There was no significant difference 
between employers-employees. 
~ 
reports--frequency 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to frequency of typing reports. 
Table 6. One-way analysis of variance and Scheff€ test for the 
category typing reports--frequency. 
Source of Degrees 
Variation of Freedom 
Total 422 
Grou p 2 
Error 420 
F Proba bi 1 ity 0. 0011 
Sum of 
Squares 
817.01 
26.15 
790.87 
Mean 
Square 
13.07 
1.88 
N = 423; teachers = 68, employers 136, employees 219 
Scheffe Subset 
Teachers 2.50 
Employers 2.64 
Scheffe Subset 2 
Employees 3.08 
F 
Ratio 
6.94 
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Results. As shown by Table 6, the F probabi lity is 0.0011. The 
null hypothesis was, therefore, rejected. The Scheff€ test results in-
dicated a difference between teachers-employees and employers-employees. 
No difference existed between teachers-employers . 
.!.Y.Qir:1_g_ 
stencils~-freguency 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to frequency of typing stencils . 
Results. The F probability, as indicated by Table 7, was 0.0000. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. The Scheffe te st presented 
a difference between teachers-employers and teachers-employees . There 
was no significa nt difference between employers-employees. 
Table 7. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test 
for the category typing stenci ls--frequency . 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
413 
2 
411 
Sum of 
Squares 
695.96 
144.68 
551.28 
Mean 
Square 
72 .34 
1.34 
F Probability 0.0000 
N = 414; teachers = 69, employers 131, employees = 215 
Scheff€ Subset Scheff€ Subset 2 
Teachers 2.79 Employers 4.30 
Employees 4.43 
F 
Ratio 
53.93 
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Typing fluid 
duplicating masters--frequency 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to frequency of typing fluid duplicating masters. 
Results. Table 8 presents the F probability at .O.OOOO. Therefore, 
the investigator rejects the null hypothesis. The difference was between 
teachers-employers and teachers-employees. No difference existed between 
employers-employees. 
Table 8. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for the 
category typing fluid duplicating masters--frequency. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
412 
Sum of 
Squares 
804.93 
Mean 
Square 
F 
Ratio 
Group 2 
410 
234.19 
570.74 
117.09 
1.39 
84.12 
Error 
F Probability 0.0000 
N = 413; teachers= 67, employers 129, employees= 217 
Scheff€ Subset Scheff€ Subset 2 
Teachers 2. 39 Emp 1 oyers 4. 43 
Employees 4.43 
Typing offset 
duplicating masters 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to frequency of typing offset duplicating masters. 
48 
Results. As shown by Table 9, the F probability was 0.0000. There-
fore, the null hypothesis was rejected. Scheffe test results indicated 
differences between teachers-employers and teachers-employees. There 
was no difference between employers-employees. 
Table 9. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for the 
category typing offset duplicating masters--frequency. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
411 
2 
409 
F Probability = 0.0000 
Sum of 
Squares 
563 0 71 
90.99 
472.72 
Mean 
Square 
45.49 
1.16 
N = 412; teachers = 68, employers 129, employees = 215 
Typing minutes 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 3. 26 Emp 1 oyers 4. 50 
Employees 4.55 
of meetings--frequency 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
F 
Ratio 
39.36 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with rega rd to frequency of typing minutes of meetings. 
Results . Table 10 indicates an F probability of 0.0000 . There-
fore, ~he investigator rejects the null hypothesis. A significant 
difference was shown by the Scheff€ test between all three groups--
teachers-employers, teachers-employees, and employers-employees. 
Table 10. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for the 
category typing minutes of meetings--frequency . 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean F 
Variation of Freedom Squa re s Square Ratio 
Total 420 
Grou p 2 
Error 418 
F Probability = 0.0000 
N = 421; teachers ~ 
Scheffe Subset 
Teachers 2.g9 
Typing financial 
statements--frequency 
69, 
688. ll 
62.14 
625. 97 
employers = 132, 
Scheffe Subset 2 
Employers 3.70 
The null hypothesis tested was : 
31.07 20.75 
1.49 
employees = 220 
Scheffe Subset 3 
Employees 4. 06 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers , and 
employees with regard to frequency of typing financial statements. 
Results. The F probability for this hypothesis was 0.0061 . There-
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fore, the hypothesi s was rejected. A difference between teachers-employers, 
and teachers-employees was indicated by the Scheff~ test in Table 11 . 
No difference between the employers-employees was shonw by the Scheffe 
test . 
Ordering office 
supplies--frequency 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
Table ll . One-way analysis of variance and Sc heffe test for the 
category typing fin ancia l statements--frequency. 
Source of 
Va riation 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
Sum of 
Squares 
Mean 
Square 
F 
Ratio 
Total 
Group 
Error 
418 
2 
416 
770 .89 
18.69 
752.20 
9.34 
1.81 
F Pro bability : 0.0061 
N : 419; teachers : 69, employers 128 , employees : 222 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 3.23 Employers 3.82 
Employees 3.79 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
empl oyees with regard to frequency of ordering office supplies. 
5.17 
Results. Table 12 shows an F probability of 0.0245. Therefore, 
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the null hypothesis was rejec ted. The difference occurred between employers 
and employees. There was no significant difference between teachers-
employees and teachers-employers. 
Arranging meetings 
and conferences--frequency 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to frequency of arranging meetings and conferences . 
Results. As shown by Tab 1 e l3, the F probability i s 0. 0001. The 
null hypothesis was, t herefore , rejected. The Scheffe test results 
Table 12 . One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for the 
category ordering office supplies--frequency. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
424 
2 
422 
F Probability = D.0245 
Sum of 
Squares 
763.40 
13.30 
750.10 
Mean 
Square 
6.65 
l. 78 
N = 425; teachers= 67, employers 136, employees = 222 
Scheffe Subset 1 
Teachers 2. 94 
Employers 2.72 
Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 2.94 
Employees 3.18 
F 
Ratio 
3.74 
Table 13. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for the 
category arranging meetings and conferences--frequency. 
Source of Degrees 
Variation of Freedom 
Total 428 
Group 2 
Error 426 
Sum of 
Squares 
1 ,016.83 
41.87 
975.10 
Mean 
Square 
20.87 
2.29 
F Probability= 0.0001 
N = 429; teachers= 67, employers 138, employees= 224 
Scheffe Subset 1 Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 2.81 Employees 3.64 
Employers 3.22 
F 
Ratio 
9 . 11 
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indicated a difference between teacher s-employees and employers-employees. 
No si gnificant difference existed between teachers-employers. 
Handling travel 
arrangements--frequency 
The null hypothesis tested was : 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to frequency of handling travel arrangements . 
Results. The F probability, as indicated by Table 14, was 0.0000 . 
Therefore, the null hypothesi s was rejected . The, Scheffe test presented 
a difference between all three groups--teachers-employers, teachers-
employees, and employer-employees. 
Table 14 . One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for the 
category handling travel arrangements--frequency. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean F 
Variation of Freedom Squares Square Ratio 
Total 420 593.00 
Group 2 73 .03 36 . 52 29.36 
Error 41 8 519.97 1.24 
F Probability = 0. 0000 
N = 421; teachers= 67, employers = 134, employees = 220 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 Scheffe Subset 3 
Teachers 3.22 Employers 3.96 Employees 4.40 
Preparing office 
reports--frequency 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to frequency of preparing office reports. 
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Results. Table 15 presents the F probability at 0.0001. Therefore, 
the investigator rejects the null hypothesis. The difference was between 
teachers-employees and employers-employees. No difference existed 
between teachers-employers. 
Table 15. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for the 
category'preparing office reports--frequency. 
Source of Degrees 
Variation of Freedom 
Total 423 
Grou p 2 
Error 421 
F Probability 0.0001 
Sum of 
Squares 
956.41 
40.52 
915.89 
Mean 
Square 
20.26 
2.18 
N = 424; teachers= 67, employers 139, employees= 218 
Scheffe Subset 1 Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 2.51 Employees 3.23 
Employers 2. 68 
Supervise full or 
part-time employees-frequency 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
F 
Ratio 
9.31 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and employees 
with regard to frequ ency of supervising full or part-time employees. 
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Results. As shown by Table 16, the F probability is 0.0002 . There-
fore, the null hypothesis was rejected. Scheffe test results indicated 
differences between teachers-employees and employers-employees . There 
was no difference between teachers-employers. 
Table 16. One-way analysi s of variance and Scheffe test for the 
category supervising full or part-time employees--frequency. 
Source of Degrees 
Variation of Freedom 
Total 418 
Group 2 
Error 416 
F Probability= 0.0002 
Sum of 
Squares 
1,390.49 
57.45 
1,333.04 
Mean 
Square 
28.72 
3.20 
N = 419; teachers = 66, employers 136, employees = 217 
Scheffe Subset 1 Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 2.88 Employees 3.82 
Employers 3.22 
Alphabetic 
filing --frequency 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
F 
Ratio 
8.96 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to frequency of alphabetic filing. 
Resu lts . Tabl e 17 indicates an F probability of 0.0007. Therefore, 
the investigator rejects the null hypot hesis. A significant difference 
was shown by the Scheffe test between teachers-employees and between 
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employers-employees. No difference existed between the teachers and the 
employers. 
Table 17. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for the 
category alphabetic filing--frequency. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
428 
2 
426 
F Probability = 0.007 
Sum of 
Squares 
621.49 
20.67 
600.82 
Mean 
Square 
10 . 34 
1.41 
N = 429; teachers = 68, employers 136, employees = 225 
Scheffe Subset 1 Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 1.19 Employees 1.76 
Employers 1.43 
Geographic 
filing-- frequency 
The null hypothesis tested was : 
F 
Ratio 
7.33 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to frequency of geographic filing. 
Result s . The F probability for this hypothesis is 0.0000 . There-
fore, the hypothesi s was rejected. A difference between teachers-emp 1 oyers 
and teachers-employees was indicated .by the Scheffe test in Table 18. 
No difference between the employer-employees was shown by the Scheffe 
test. 
Table 18. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for the 
category geographic filin g--frequency 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
385 
2 
383 
F Probability = 0.0000 
Sum of 
Squares 
826.03 
214.79 
611.24 
Mean 
Square 
107.40 
1.50 
N = 386; teachers= 66,employers 116, employees= 204 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe' Subset 2 
Teachers 2.49 Employers 4.40 
Employees 4.50 
Subject 
filing--frequency 
The null hypothesi s tested was: 
F 
Ratio 
67 . 29 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers , and 
employees with regard to frequency of subject filing. 
Results . Table 19 shows an F probability of 0.0001 . Therefore, 
the null hypothesis was rejected. The difference occurred between 
teachers-employers and teachers-employees. There was no significant 
difference between employers-employees. 
Fluid or spirit 
duplicating--frequency 
The null hypothes is tested was: 
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Tabl e 19. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test 
for the category subject filing--frequency. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean F 
Variation of Freedom Squares Square Ratio 
Total 382 1 ,222.17 
Group 2 57 . 08 28.54 9. 31 
Error 380 1 ' 165 .09 3.07 
F Probability = 0.0001 
N = 383; teachers= 65, employers 117, employees= 201 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 2.05 Employers 2.97 
Employees 3.11 
Table 20 . One-way analysis of var iance and Scheffe test for 
the category spir it duplicating--frequency. 
Source of Degrees 
Variation of Freedom 
Total 402 
Group 2 
Error 400 
Sum of 
Squares 
900.00 
282.85 
618.14 
Mean 
Square 
141.43 
1.55 
F Probability= 0.0000 
N = 403; teachers= 67, employers 126, employees= 210 
Scheffe Subset Scheff{ Subset 2 
Teachers 2.13 Employers 4.23 
Employees 4. 45 
F 
Ratio 
91.52 
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There will be no difference between between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to frequency of operating a fluid or spirit dupli-
eating machine. 
Results. Table 20 shows an F probability of 0.0000. Therefore , 
the null hypothesis was . rejetted. The difference occurred between 
teachers -employers and employers-employees. There was no significant 
difference between employers-empl oyees . 
Stencil or mimeograph 
duplicating--frequency 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to frequency of operating a stencil or mimeograph 
duplicating machine. 
Results. As shown by Table 21, the F probability is 0.0000. The 
null hypothesis was therefore, rejected. The Scheffe test re su lts in-
dicated a difference between teachers-employers and teachers-employees. 
No signi ficant difference existed between employers-employees. 
Therma-Fax 
machine--frequency 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to frequency of operating a Therma ~Fax machine. 
Results. The F probability, as indicated by Table 22, is 0.0000. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis is rejected. The Scheffe test presented 
a difference between teachers-employers and teachers-employees. There 
was no significant difference between employers-employees. 
Table 21. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for 
the category stencil duplicating--frequency. 
Source of Degrees 
Variation of Freedom 
Total 402 
Group 2 
Error 400 
Sum of 
Squares 
773.13 
189.31 
583.82 
Mean 
Square 
94.55 
1.45 
F Probability = 0.0000 
N = 403; teachers= 57 , employers 125, employees= 211 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 2.55 Employers 4.45 
Employees 4.35 
Table 22. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for 
the category Therma-Fax machine--frequency. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
395 
2 
394 
Sum of 
Squares 
832.10 
370.51 
451.49 
Mean 
Square 
185.30 
1.17 
F Probability= 0.0000 
N = 397; teachers = 57, employers 122, employees = 208 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 2. 00 Emp 1 ayers 4. 50 
Empl oyees 4.52 
F 
Ratio 
54.85 
F 
Ratio 
158 . 20 
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Offset 
machlne--freguency 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to frequency of operating the offset machine . 
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Results. Table 23 presents the F probability at 0. 0000. Therefore, 
the investigator rejects the null hypothesis. The difference was between 
teachers-employers and teachers-employees . No difference existed between 
employers-employees . 
Table 23. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for 
the category offset machine--frequency. 
Source of Deorees 
Variation of Freedom 
Total 393 
Group 2 
Error 391 
F Probability 0.0000 
Sum of 
Squares 
621.34 
116.87 
504.47 
Mean 
Square 
58.44 
1.29 
N = 394; teachers= 65, employers 121, employees= 208 
Scheff€ Subset Scheff€ Subset 2 
Teachers 3.09 Employers 4.58 
Emp loyees 4.55 
Ten-key adding 
machine-~freguency 
The null hypothesis tested wa s: 
F 
Ratio 
45.29 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and employees 
with re~ard to frequency of operating the ten-key adding machine. 
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Results. As shown by Table 24, the F pro babi lity i s 0.0002. There-
fore, the null hypothesis wa s rejected. Sc heff~ test r esults indicated 
differences between teachers-employers and teac her s-employees . There 
was no difference between employers-employees . 
Table 24. One-way analysis of variance and Scheff~ test for 
the category ten-key adding machine--frequency. 
Source of Degrees 
Variation of Freedom 
Total 416 
Group 2 
Error 414 
Sum of 
Squares 
1,248 . 27 
49.07 
1 '199.20 
Mean 
Square 
24.54 
2. 90 
F Probability= 0.0002 
N = 417 ; teachers = 68, employers 132, employees = 217 
Full-keyboard 
addinq machine 
Scheffe' Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 1.57 Employer s 2.44 
Emp loyees 2.53 
The null hypothesi s tested was: 
F 
Ratio 
8.47 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to frequen cy of operating the full-keyboard 
addin g machine . 
Results. Table 25 indicates an F probab ility of 0.0020. Therefore, 
the investigator rejects the null hypothes is . A significant difference 
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wa s shown by the Scheffe test between teachers-employers and teachers -
emp loyees. No difference existed between emp l oyers-employees. 
Table 25. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for 
the category full-key adding machine--frequency . 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Deqrees 
of Freedom 
3g8 
2 
396 
F Probability= 0.0020 
Sum of 
Squares 
994.99 
30 .82 
964.17 
Mean 
Square 
15.41 
2.43 
N = 399; teachers = 65, employers 123, employees = 211 
~tj_~_j_n_g_ 
Sc heffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 3.38 Employers 4.04 
Employees 4. 17 
calculator--frequency 
The null hypothesis tested wa s: 
F 
Ratio 
6.33 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to frequency of operating the printing calculator . 
Results. The F probability for this hypothesi s is 0.0000. There-
fore, the hypothesi s was rejected. A difference between teachers-employers 
and teachers-employees wa s indicated by the Sc heffe test in Jabl:e 26. 
No difference between the employers-employees was shown by the Scheffe 
test. 
Tabl e 26. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe · test for 
the category printin9 calculator--frequency 
Source of Degrees 
Variation of Freedom 
Total 408 
Group 2 
Error 406 
F Probability= 0.0000 
Sum of 
Squares 
1 ,391.07 
129 . 29 
1 ,261.78 
Mean 
Square 
64.64 
3.11 
N 409; teachers= 67 , employers 128, employees= 214 
Scheffe Subset 
Teachers 1.99 
Rotary 
calculator--frequency 
The null hypothesis te sted was: 
Scheffe Subset 2 
Employers 3.26 
Employees 3.57 
F 
Ratio 
20.80 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to frequency of operating the rotary calculator. 
Results. Table 27 shows an F probability of 0.0000. Therefore , 
the null hypothesis was rejected. The difference occurred between 
teachers-employers and teachers-employees . There was no significant 
difference between employers-employees. 
Key driven 
calculator--frequency 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
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Tabl e 27 . One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for 
the category rotary calculator--frequency. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
395 
2 
393 
F Probability= 0.0000 
Sum of 
Squares 
463.02 
36.17 
426.85 
Mean 
Square 
18.08 
1.09 
N = 396; teachers = 65, employers 123, employees = 208 
Scheffe Subset 
Teachers 3.89 
Scheff€ Subset 2 
Employers 4.75 
Employees 4.68 
F 
Ratio 
16.65 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
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employees with regard to frequency of operating the key-driven calculator. 
Results. As shown by Table 28, the F probability is 0.0000. The 
null hypothesis was, therefore, rejected. The Scheffe t es t results in-
dicated a difference between teachers-employers and teachers-employees. 
No s i9nificant difference existed between employers-employees. 
Electronic 
calculator- - frequency 
The null hypothes is tested was: 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to frequency of operating the electronic calculator . 
Results. The F probability, as indicated by Table 29, is 0.0000. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected . The Scheffe test presented 
Tab le 28 . One-way analysi s of variance and Scheff€ t es t for 
the category key driven calculator--frequency. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
393 
2 
391 
F Probability= 0.0000 
Sum of 
Squares 
530.46 
37.21 
493. 25 
Mean 
Square 
18 . 60 
l. 26 
N = 394; teachers = 64, employers 124, employees = 206 
Scheffe Subset Scheff€ Subset 2 
Teachers 3.81 Employers 4.64 
Employees 4.65 
Table 29. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for 
the category electronic calculator--frequency. 
Source of Degrees Sum o·f Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Square 
Total 409 1 ,358.1 0 
Group 2 227.03 113 . 51 
Error 407 l '131.07 2.78 
F Probability = 0. 0000 
N = 410 ; teachers 68, employers = 131, employees = 211 
F 
Ratio 
14.75 
F 
Ratio 
40 .85 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 Scheffe Subset 3 
Teachers 1.40 Employers 2. 31 Employees 3.36 
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a difference between all three groups--teachers-employers, teacher s-
employees, and employers-employees . 
Keypunch 
machine--frequency 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There w'ill be no difference between teachers, emp 1 oyers, and 
employees with regard to frequency of operating the keypunch machine. 
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Results. Table 30 presents the F probability at 0.0000. Therefore, 
the investigator rejects the null hypothesis. The difference was be-
tween teachers-employers and teachers-employees . No difference existed 
between employers-empl oyees. 
Table 30. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test 
for the category keypunch machine--frequency. 
Source of ·. Degrees 
Variation of Freedom 
Total 393 
Group 2 
Error 391 
Sum of 
Squares 
612 :65 
120.95 
491.70 
Mean 
Square 
60.48 
1.26 
F Probabi l ity 0.0000 
N = 394; teachers= 63, employers 122, employees = 209 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 3.11 Employers 4.57 
Empl oyees 4.65 
F 
Ratio 
48.09 
Postage 
meter- - frequency 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no difference between teachers , employers, and 
emp loyees with regard to frequency of operating the postage meter . 
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Results. As shown by Table 31, the F probability is 0.0000 . There-
fore , the null hypothesis wa s rejected. Scheffe test results indicated , 
differences between teachers-employe r s and teachers-employees. There 
was no difference between employers-employees. 
Tabl e 31. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe t est 
for the category postage machine--frequency . 
Source of Degrees 
Variation of Freedom 
Total 405 
Group 2 
Error 403 
F Probability 0.0000 
Sum of 
Squares 
1 ,369 .1 0 
156. 24 
1,21 2.87 
Mean 
Square 
78.12 
3.01 
N = 406; teachers = 65, employers 124, employees = 217 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 1.86 Employers 3.46 
Employees 3.59 
Check 
wrTter--freguency 
The null hypothesis test ed was: 
F 
Ratio 
25.96 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to frequency of operating the check writer. 
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Results. Table 32 indicates an F probability of 0.0000. Therefore, 
the investigator rejects the null hypothesis. A significant difference 
was shown by the Scheff€ test between teachers-employers and teachers-
employees. No difference existed between employers and employees. 
Table 32. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test 
for the category check writer--frequency. 
Source of Degrees 
Variation of Freedom 
Total 403 
Group 2 
Error 401 
F Probability= 0.0000 
Sum of 
Squares 
1,151.55 
95.92 
1,055.63 
Mean 
Square 
47.96 
2.63 
N = 404; teachers = 64, employers 125, employees = 215 
Sc heffe Subset 
Teachers 2.59 
Manual 
~iter--frequency 
The null hypothesi s tested was: 
Scheffe Subset 2 
Employers 3.78 
Employees 3.98 
F 
Ratio 
18.22 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to frequency of operating the manual typewriter. 
Results. The F probability for this hypothesis i s 0.0008. There-
fore, the hypothesis was rejected . A difference between teachers-employees 
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was indicated by the Scheffe test in Table 33. No difference between 
teachers -employers or employers-employees was shown by the Scheffe test. 
Table 33. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test 
for the category manual typewriter--frequency. 
Source of Degrees 
Variation of Freedom 
Total 402 
Group 2 
Error 400 
F Probability = 0.0008 
Sum of 
Squares 
1,085.32 
37.94 
1,047.37 
Mean 
Square 
18.97 
2.62 
N = 403; teachers = 65, employers 125, employees = 213 
Scheff€ Subset l 
Teachers 3.23 
Employers 3. 65 
Correcting 
typewriter--frequency 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
Scheffe Subset 2 
Employers 3.65 
Employees 4.06 
F 
Ratio 
7.25 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to frequency of operating the correct.ing typewriter . 
Results. Table 34 shows an F probability of 0.0000. Therefore, 
the null hypothesis was rejected. The difference occurred between teachers-
employers and teachers-employees. There was no significant difference 
between employers-employees. 
Table 34. One-way analys i s of variance and Scheffe test for 
the category correcting typewriter--frequency. 
Source of Degrees 
Variation of Freedom 
Total 407 
Group 2 
Error 405 
Sum of 
Squares 
l ,452.18 
290 . 51 
l, 162.67 
Mean 
Square 
145.25 
2.87 
F Probability= 0.0000 
N = 408; teachers = 66, employers 124, employees = 218 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers l .47 Employers 3.48 
Employees 3.85 
Table 35. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for 
the category memory typewriter--frequency. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
393 
2 
391 
Sum of 
Squares 
712.26 
241.74 
470.51 
Mean 
Square 
120.87 
1.20 
F Probability= 0.0000 
N = 394; teachers = 65, employers 120, employees = 209 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 2. 55 Emp layers 4. 48 
Employees 4.74 
F 
Ratio 
50.60 
F 
Ratio 
100.45 
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Memory 
typewriter--frequency 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to frequency of operating the memory typewriter. 
Results. As shown by Table 35, the F probability is 0.0000. The 
null hypothesis wa~ therefore, rejected. The Scheff~ test results in-
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dicated a difference between teachers-employers and teachers-employees. 
No significant difference existed between employers-employees. 
Ranking of occupational skills 
according to frequency of use 
Table 36 gives the ranking (based on means) for teachers, employers, 
and employees on frequency of occupational skills. Teachers believed 
that the following tasks were most frequently performed : (1) using the 
telephone, (2) alphabetic filing , (3) receiving callers, (4) typing, 
letters, and (5) using the electronic calculator. The skills least per-
formed as indicated by teacher s were: (1) using the rotary ca lculator, 
(2) typing legal documents, (3) using the key-driven calculator, 
(4) typing offset duplicating masters, and (5) using the full-keyboard 
adding machine. 
Four of the five occupational skills indicated by teachers as being 
the most frequent skills performed by entry-level office workers were 
also included by employers as the most frequently used skills. The one 
difference in those indicated by the employers was their including 
using the electric typewriter rather than the using the electronic 
calculator.· The skills employers believed to be the least frequently 
used were: (1) using the rotary calculator, (2) using the key-driven 
Table No. 36. Ranking (based on means) for teachers, employers, and employees 
on frequency (1 =most frequent, 44 =least frequent) of occupational skills . 
Occupational Skill Teachers Employers Employees 
Oral Communication Rank Mean Rank Mean Rank Mean 
l. Receive callers 3 (1.21) 2 (1 .40) 2 . (1 .35) 2. Use the telephone 1 (1.16) 1 (1.20) 1 (1 .20) 
Shorthand and Transcri~tion 
l. Take dictation in written shorthand 14.5 (1. 93) 24 (3.55) 22 (3.72) 2. Transcribe from shorthand notes 14.5 (1 . 93) 26 (3.65) 23 (3 .72) 3. Transcribe from dictating machine 13 (1.89) 28 (3.76) 31 (4.23) 
Ty~ewriti ng 
l. Letters 4 (1.28) 4 (1.80) 7 (1.84) 2. Carbon packs 10 (1. 74) 19 (3.25) 15 (3.13) 3. Reports 25 (2.50) 13 (2.64) 12 (3.08) 4. Stencils 30 (2.79) 34 ~4.30) 35 (4 .43) 5. Fluid duplicating masters 22 (2.39) 36 4.43) 34 (4.43) 6. Offset duplicating masters 40 (3. 27) 39 (4.50) 39 (4.55) 7. Minutes of meetings 34 (2.99) 27 (3.70) 29 (4.06) 8. Financial statements 39 (3.23) 30 (3.82) 25 (3.82) 9. Completion of forms 12 (1.87) 7 (2.18) 8 (2.25) 10. Legal documents 41 (3.32) 21 (3.37) 21 (3 .72) ...... N 
Table No. 36 Continued 
Occupational Skill Teachers Employers Employees 
Administrative & Su~ervisor~ 
l. Compose l etters 23 (2.45) 12 ~2.53) 11 (2 .87) 
2. Order office supplies 33 (2.94) 15 2 .72) 14 (3.12) 
3. Arrange meetings and conferences 31 (2.81) 17 (3.22) 20 (3.65) 
4. Hand l e travel arrangements 37 (3 . 22) 31 (3.96) 33 (4 .40) 
5. Handle money 20.5 (2.13) 10 (2.43) 9 (2.60) 
6. Prepare office reports 26 (2 . 51) 14 (2.68) 16 (3.23) 
7. Supervise full- or part-time employees 32 (2.88) 18 (3 .22) 24 (3.82) 
Filing 
l . Alphabetic system 2 (1.19) 3 (1 .43) 4 (1 . 76) 
2. Geographic system 24 (2.48) 35 (4.40) 37 (4.50) 
3. Numeric syStem 19 (2.06) 9 (2.38) 10 (2.61) 
4. Subject system 18 (2 .05) 16 (2. 97) 13 (3 .11) 
Du~l icating 
l. Fluid or spirit 20.5 (2.13) 33 (4.23) 36 (4.45) 
2. Stencil or mimeograph 27 (2.55) 37 (4.45) 32 (4.36) 
3. Therma-Fax 17 (2.00) 40 (4.50) 40 (4.62) 
4. Offset 35 (3.09) 42 (4.5$) 38 (4.55) 
5. Photocopying 7 (1 .48) 6 (1.87) 6 (1.81) 
" w 
Table No . 36 Continued 
Occupational skill Teachers 
Calculating Machines 
1. Ten-key adding 8 (1.57) 
2. Full-keyboard adding 42 (3.38) 
3. Printing ca lculator 16 (1. 99) 
4. Rotary calculator 44 (3.89) 
5. Key-driven calculator 43 (3.81) 
6. Electronic calculator 5 (1 .40) 
Miscellaneous Machines 
1. Keypunch 36 (3.11) 
2. Postage meter 11 (1 .86) 
3. Check writer 29 (2.59) 
4. Manual typewriter 38 (3.23) 
5. Electric typewriter 9 (1. 64) 
6. Correcting typewriter 6 (1.47) 
7. Memory typewriter 28 (2.55) 
l = daily, 2 = weekly, 3 = montflly, 4 = yearly, 5 = never. 
Employers 
11 ~2.44) 32 4.02) 
20 (3.26) 
44 (4. 75) 
43 (4.64) 
8 (2.31) 
41 (4.57) 
22 (3.46) 
29 (3. 77) 
25 (3.65) 
5 (1.85) 
23 (3.48) 
38 (4.48) 
Employees 
3 (1. 61) 
30 (4.17) 
18 (3.58) 
43 (4.68) 
41 (4.65) 
17 (3.36) 
42 (4.65) 
19 (3.59) 
27 (3.98) 
28 (4.06) 
5 (1.77.) 
26 (3.85) 
44 (4.74) 
..., 
..,. 
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calculator, (3) using the offset duplicating machine, (4) using the key-
punch machine, and (5) using the Therma-Fax machine. 
Employees had views similar to the employers regardin g frequency of 
occupational skills . They ranked (1) using the telephone, (2) receiving 
callers, (3) using the ten-key adding machine, (4) alphabetic filing, 
and (5) using the electric calculator as the top five skills being per-
formed by entry-level office workers. The skills which employees be-
li eved to be used lea st frequently by entry-level office workers included: 
(1) usi ng the memory typewriter, (2) using the rotary calculator, 
(3) using the keypunch machine, (4) using the key-driven calculator, and 
(5) using the Therma-Fax machine. 
There were several skills where considerable differences in the 
rankings of the three groups existed. Teachers ranked the following 
skills as occurrinq more frequently than did employers or emp loyees. 
1. taking dictation in written shorthand 
2. transcribing from shorthand notes 
3. transcribing from dictating machine 
4. typing fluid duplicating masters 
5. geographic filing 
6. using the fluid or spirit duplicating machine 
7. using the Therma-Fax machine 
8. using the postage meter 
9. using the correcting typewriter 
10. using the memory typewriter 
By comparison, employers and employees ranked the following ski ll s 
much higher than did the business teachers. 
1. typing reports 
2. typing financial statements 
3. typing legal documents 
4. composing letters 
5. ordering office supplies 
6. arranging conferences and meetings 
7. handling money 
8. preparing office reports 
9. supervising full- or part-time employees 
10 . using the manual typewriter 
The next section will cover the importance indicated by teachers, 
employers, and employees on the occupational skills being performed by 
entry-leve l office workers. The scale used to rank the importance of 
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these skills was: 1 = no importance, 2 = limited importance, 3 = some-
what important, 4 = considerably important, and 5 = extremely important. 
Take dictation in 
written shorthand--importance 
The null hypothesis tested was : 
There wi ll be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to importance of taking dictation in written short-
hand. 
Results. The F probability, as indicated by Table 37, was 0.0000 . 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. The Scheff€ test presented 
a difference between teachers-employer s and teachers-employees. There 
wa s no significant difference between employers-employees. 
Tabl e 37. One-way analysi s of variance and Sc heffe test for the 
category taking dictation in written shorthand--importance. 
So urce of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
391 
2 
389 
F Probability= 0.0000 
Sum of 
Squares 
832.49 
107 .41 
725.08 
Mean 
Square 
53.70 
1.86 
N = 392; teachers = 66, employers 123, employees = 203 
Scheffe Subset ScheHe Subset 2 
Transcribe from 
Teachers 3.89 Emp l oyers 2.37 
Employees 2.62 
shorthand notes--importance 
The null hypothesi s tested wa s: 
F 
Ratio 
28.81 
There wi ll be no difference between teachers, employers , and 
empl oyees with regard to importance of transcribing from shorthand 
notes . 
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Results. Table 38 presents the F probability at 0.0000. Therefore, 
the investigator rejects the null hypothesis. The difference wa s be-
tween teachers-employers and teachers employees. No difference existed 
between employers-employees. 
Transcribe from 
dictating machine--importance 
The null hypothesi s tested wa s: 
Table 38 . One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for the 
category transcri bing from shorthand note s--importance. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
391 
2 
389 
Sum of 
Squares 
911.67 
107.76 
803.91 
Mean 
Square 
53.88 
2.07 
F Probability= 0.0000 
N = 392; teachers = 68, employers 120, employees = 204 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 3. 93 Employers 2.44 
Employees 2.63 
F 
Ratio 
26.07 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers , and 
employees with regard to importance of transcribing from dictating 
machine. 
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Results. As shown by Table .39, the F probability was 0.000. There-
fore, the null hypothesis wasrejected. Scheffe test re sults indicate 
differences between teachers-employers and teachers-employees. There 
was no difference between employers-employees. 
Typing 
l etters-importance 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There wi 11 be no difference between teachers, emp 1 oyers, and 
employees with regard to importance of typ ing letters. 
Tabl e 39. One-way analys i s of variance and Sc heffe t es t for the 
category transcribe from dictating machine--importance. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
380 
2 
378 
Sum of 
Squares 
920.56 
147 .75 
772.80 
Mean 
Square 
73.88 
2.04 
F Probabi lity~ 0.0000 
N = 381; teachers= 66, employers 119, employees= 196 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 3.98 Employees 2.29 
Employers 2.45 
Table 40. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test 
for the category typing letters--importance. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
417 
2 
415 
Sum of 
Squares 
508.44 
14.17 
494 .27 
Meari 
Square 
1.19 
F Probabi lity ~ 0.0028 
N = 418; teachers= 67, employers 132, emp loyees= 219 
Sc heff€ Subset Scheff€ Subset 2 
Teachers 4.73 Employers 4.17 
Employees 4.30 
F 
Ratio 
36.14 
F 
Ratio 
5.95 
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Result s. Table 40 indicates a F probability of 0.0000 . Therefore, 
the investigator rejects the null hypothesi s . A significant difference 
was shown by the Scheffe test between teachers-employers and teachers-
.employees . No difference existed between employers-employees . 
~ 
carbon packs--importance 
The null hypothesis tested was : 
\ 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to importance of typing carbon packs . 
Results. Table 41 shows a F probability of 0.0000 . Therefore, the 
null hypothesis was rejected . The difference occurred between teachers-
employers and teachers-employees. There was no significant difference 
between employers-employees. 
~ 
stencils--importance 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to importance of typing stencils. 
Results. The F probability for this hypothesis was 0.0000 . There-
fore, the hypothesis was rejected. A difference between teachers-employers 
and teachers-employees was indicated by the Scheffe test in Table 42. 
No difference between employers and employees was shown by the Scheffe 
test. 
Typing fluid duplicating 
masters--importance 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
Table 41 . One-way analysis of var iance and Scheff€ test for 
the category typing carbon packs --importance. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean F 
Variation of Freedom Squares Square Ratio 
Total 400 967.04 
Group 2 66.51 33.25 14 .33 
Error 388 900.53 2.32 
F Probability = 0.0000 
N = 401; teachers= 67, employers 117, employees= 207 
Scheff€ Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 3.93 Employers 2.68 
Employees 3.04 
Table 42. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test 
for the category typing stencil s--importance. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
380 
2 
378 
Sum of 
Squares 
727.20 
78 . 11 
649 . 09 
Mean 
Square 
39.05 
1.72 
F Probability= 0.0000 
N = 381; teachers= 67, emp loyers 119, emp loyees= 195 
Scheff€ Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teacher s 3.18 Employers 1.91 
Employees 2. 06 
F 
Ratio 
22.74 
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There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to importance of typing fluid duplicating 
masters. 
Results. As shown by Table 43, the F probability is 0.0000. The 
null hypothesis was, therefore, rejected. The Scheffe test results in-
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dicated a difference between teachers-employers and teachers-employees. 
No significant difference existed between employers-employees. 
Table 43. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for the 
category typing fluid duplicating masters--importance. 
Source of Degrees 
Variation of Freedom 
Total 381 
Group 2 
Error 379 
F Probability 0.0000 
Sum of 
Squares 
750.50 
195.70 
554.80 
Mean 
Square 
97.85 
1.46 
N = 382; teachers = 68, employers 115, employees = 199 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 3.68 Emp loyers 1.70 
Emp l oyees 1.90 
Typing offset duplicating 
masters- - importance 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
F 
Ratio 
66.84 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to importance of typing offset duplicating masters. 
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Results. The F probability , as indicated by Table 44, was 0.0000 . 
Therefore, the null hypothesi s was rejected . The Scheffe test presented 
a difference between teachers-employers and teachers-employees . There 
was no significant difference between employers-employees. 
Table 44. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for the 
category typing offset duplicating masters--importance . 
Source of Degrees 
Variation of Freedom 
Total 379 
Group 2 
Error . 377 
F Probability = 0. 0000 
Sum of 
Squares 
666.05 
94.43 
571.62 
Mean 
Square 
47.22 
l. 52 
N = 380; teachers = 68, employers 113, employees = 199 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 3. 10 Employers l. 70 
Employees 1.89 
Typing minutes of 
meetings--importance 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
R 
Ratio 
31.14 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to importance of typing minutes of meetings. 
Results. Table 45 presents the F probability at 0.0000. Therefore, 
the investigator rejects the null hypothesi s. The difference was be-
tween teachers-employers and teachers-employees . No difference exis ted 
between employers-empl oyees. 
Tab l e 45. One-way analysi s of variance and Scheffe t es t for 
the category typing minutes of meetings --importance . 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
389 
2 
387 
F Probability = 0.0000 
Sum of 
Squares 
932.83 
71 . 99 
860.84 
Mean 
Square 
35.99 
2.22 
N = 390; teachers = 68, employers 119, employees = 203 
Scheffe Subset 
Teachers 3.76 
Typing financial 
statements--importance 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
Scheffe Subset 2 
Employers 2.60 
Employees 2.65 
F 
Ratio 
16.18 
There will be no difference between teachers , employers, and 
employees with regard to importance of typing financial statements. 
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Results . As shown by Table 46, the F probability was . O~Ol76 . There-
fore, the null hypothesis was rejected. Scheffe test results indicate 
differences between teachers-employers. There was no difference between 
teachers-employees or between employers-employees . 
Order office 
supplies--importance 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers , and 
employees with regard to importance of ordering office supplies . 
Table 46. One-way analysi s of variance and Sc heffe test for 
the category typing financial s tatements - -importance. 
Source of Degrees 
Variation of Freedom 
Total 392 
Group 2 
Error 390 
F Probability= 0.0000 
Sum of 
Squares 
1,062.72 
21.80 
1,040:92 
Mean 
Square 
l 0. 90 
2.67 
N = 393; teachers = 68, employers 117, employees= 208 
Scheffe Subset 1 
Teachers 3.53 
Employees 3.13 
Scheffe Subset 2 
Employees 3. 13 
Employers 2.82 
F 
Ratio 
4.08 
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Results. Table 47 indicates a F probability of 0.0171. Therefore, 
the investigator rejects the null hypothes i~ . . A significant difference 
wa s shown by the Scheffe test between teachers-employees. No difference 
existed between teachers-employers or between employers-employees . 
Arrange meetings 
and conferences--importance 
The null hypothesis tested wa s: 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
emp loyees with regard to importance of arranging meetings and conferences. 
Results . The F probability for thi s hypothesis is 0.0003 . There-
for e, the hypothesis~s rejected. A difference between teachers-employers 
and teachers-employees wa s indicated by the Scheffe test in Table 48. 
No difference between employers -employees was shown by the Scheffe test. 
Tab l e 47 . On e-way analys i s of variance and Scheffe test for 
the category order office suppli es --importance. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
403 
2 
401 
F Probability = 0.0171 
Sum of 
Squares 
762.84 
15.33 
747.51 
Mean 
Square 
7.67 
1.86 
N = 404; teachers = 68, employers 129, employees = 207 
Scheffe Subset 1 
Teachers 3.82 
Employers 3. 36 
Scheffe Subset 2 
Employers 3.36 
Employees 3.28 
F 
Ratio 
4.11 
Tabl e 48 . One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for the 
category arrange meetings and conferences--importance . 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
404 
2 
402 
Sum of 
Squares 
l ,026.31 
40.45 
985.86 
Mean 
Square 
20.22 
2.45 
F Probability = 0.0003 
N = 405 ; teachers = 69, employers 129 , employees = 207 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teacher s 3.78 Employees 2.90 
Employers 3.12 
F 
Ratio 
8.25 
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Handle travel 
ar rangements- -importance 
The null hypothesis tested wa s: 
There will be no difference, between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to importance of handling travel arrangements. 
Results. Table 49 shows a F probability of 0.0000 . Therefore, 
the null hypothesis is rejected. The difference occurred between 
teachers-employers and teachers-employees. There was no significant 
difference between employers-employees. 
Table 49 . One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for 
the cate9ory handle travel arran9ements--importance. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
385 
2 
383 
F Probability 0.0000 
Sum of 
Squares 
867 0 33 
60.64 
806. 70 
Mean 
Square 
30 .32 
2 . 11 ° 
N ; 385; teachers ; 69, employers 119, employees ; 198 
Sch~ffe Subset Scheff~ Subset 2 
Teachers 3. 39 Emp 1 oyers 2. 51 
Employees 2.30 
Prepare office 
reports--importance 
The null hypothesis tested wa s : 
F 
Ratio 
14 .39 
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There will be no difference between teachers , emp loyers, and 
emp loyees with regard to importance of preparing offi ce report s . 
Result s . As shown by Table 50, the F probability \'as 0.0044 . The 
null hypothesis was, therefore, rejected. The Scheffe test results in-
dicated a difference between all three groups--teachers-employers, 
teachers-employees, and employers-employees . 
Table 50 . One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for the 
category preparing office reports7-importance. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean F 
Variation of Freedom Squares Square Ratio 
Total 398 888.79 
Group 2 24 . 00 12.00 5.50 
Error 396 864.79 2.18 
F Probability 0.0044 
N = 399; teachers 68 , employers = 130, employees = 201 
Scheff€ Subset Scheffe Subset 2 Scheff€ Subset 3 
Teachers 3.87 Employers ~.85 Employees 3.37 
Supervise full or 
part-time employees--importance 
The null hypothesis tested wa s : 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to importance of supervi si ng full or part -time 
employees . 
88 
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Results. The F probability, as indicated by Table 51, was 0.0045. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis wasrejected. The Scheffe test presented 
a difference between teachers-employees. There was no significant dif-
ference between teachers-employers or between employers-employees. 
Table 51. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for the 
category supervise full or part-time employees--importance. 
Source of Degrees 
Variation of Freedom 
Total 389 
Group 2 
Error 387 
F Probability= 0.0045 
Sum of 
Squares 
1,152 .26 
31.73 
1,120.53 
Mean 
Square 
15.86 
3.90 
N = 390; teachers= 67, employers 126, employees = 197 
Scheffe Subset 1 
Teachers 3.39 
Emp layers 3. 15 
Alphabetic 
filing--importance 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
Scheffe Subset 2 
Employers 3.15 
Employees 2.69 
F 
Ratio 
5.48 
There will be no difference between teachers , employers, and 
employees with regard to importance of alphabetic filing. 
Results. Table 52 presents the F probability at 0.0399. Therefore , 
the invest igator rejects the null hypothesis. The difference was between 
teachers-employees. No difference existed between teachers-employers or 
between employers-employees. 
Table 52. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test 
for the category alphabetic filing--importance. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
409 
2 
407 
F Probability = 0.0399 
Sum of 
Squares 
444 .40 
6.98 
437.42 
Mean 
Square 
3.49 
1.07 
N = 410; teachers = 69, employers 128, employees = 213 
Scheffe Subset 1 
Teachers 4.65 
Employers 4. 38 
Geographic 
filing--importance 
The null hypothesis tested was : 
Scheff€ Subset 2 
Employers 4. 38 
Employees 4.29 
F 
Ratio 
3.25 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to importance of geographic filing . 
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Results. As shown by Table 53, the F probabilitywasO . OOOO . There-
fore, the null hypothesi s was rejected. Scheffe test results indicate 
differences between teachers-employers and teachers-employees . There 
was no difference between employers-employees. 
Subject 
~-importance 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
Table 53. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe tes t 
for the category geographic filing--importance . 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
339 
2 
337 
Sum of 
Squares 
801.25 
140.49 
660.76 
Mean 
Square 
70 . 25 
1.96 
F Probability= 0.0000 
N = 340; teachers = 65, employers 99, employees = 176 
Scheffe Subset Scheff€ Subset 2 
Teachers 3.57 Employers 1.94 
Employees 1.93 
F 
Ratio 
35 .80 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to importance of subject filing. 
Results. Table 54 indicates a F probability of 0.0015. Therefore, 
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the investigator rejects the null hypothesis. A significant difference 
was shown by the Scheffe test between teachers-employers and teachers- · 
emp loyees. No difference existed between employers-employees. 
Fluid or spirit 
duplicating--importance 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to importance of fluid or spirit duplicating . 
Results . The F probabi 1 ity for this hypothesis ;was 0. 000. There-
fore, the hypothesi s wasrejected. A difference between teachers-employers 
Table 54 . One-way analysi s of variance and Scheffe tes t 
for the ca tegory subjec t filing--importance. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Grou p 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
345 
2 
343 
Sum of 
Squares 
944 . 57 
35 . 24 
909.33 
Mean 
Square 
17.62 
2.65 
F Probability= 0.0015 
N = 346; teachers = 64, employers 105 , employees = 177 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 3. 91 Employers 3. 10 
Employees 3.07 
F 
Ratio 
6.65 
Table 55. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for 
the category fluid or spirit duplicating--importance . 
Source of 
Vari a tion 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
361 
2 
359 
Sum of 
Squares 
835.35 
199 .49 
635.86 
Mean 
Square 
99.75 
1.77 
F Probability = 0.0000 
N = 362; teachers = 68, employers 113, employees = 181 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 3.85 Employers 1.95 
Employees 1.96 
F 
Ratio 
56.32 
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and teachers-employees was indicated by the Scheffe test in Table 55. 
No difference between employers and employees was shown by the Scheffe 
test. 
Stencil or mimeograph 
duplicating--importance 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
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employees with regard to importance of stencil or mimeograph duplicating . 
Results. Table 56 shows a F probability of 0.0000. Therefore, the 
null hypothesis wa s rejected. The difference occurred between teachers-
employers and teachers-employees. There was no significant difference 
between employers-employees. 
Table 56. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for the 
category stenci l or mimeograph duplicating--importance. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
361 
2 
359 
Sum of 
Squares 
736.72 
120.85 
615.87 
Mean 
Square 
60.42 
1.72 
F Probability 0.0000 
N = 362; teachers= 68, employers 111, employees= 183 
Sc heffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 3.35 Employers 1.76 
Emp 1 oyees 1. 98 
F 
Ratio 
35.22 
Therma-Fax 
machine--importance 
The null hypothesis tested wa s: 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to importance of the Therma-Fax machine . 
Results. As shown by Table 57, the F probability WlS .0.000.0 . The 
null hypothesis WIS., therefore, rejected. The Scheffe test results in-
dicated a difference between teachers-employers and teachers-employees . 
No significant difference existed between employers and employees . 
Table 57. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test 
for the category Therma-Fax machine--importance. 
Source of Degrees 
Variation of Freedom 
Total 352 
Group 2 
Error 350 
F Probability= 0.0000 
Sum of . 
Squares 
701.08 
231.18 
469.91 
Mean 
Square 
115.59 
1.34 
N = 353; teachers = 68, employers 108, emp l oyees = 177 
Scheffe Subset Schef fe Subset 2 
Teachers 3. 71 Employers l . 60 
Employees 1.69 
Offset 
~e--irnportance 
The null hypothesis tested was : 
F 
Ratio 
86.09 
94 
95 
There will be no differe nce between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to importance of the offset machine. 
Results. The F probability, as indicated by Table 58, was .0.000. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. The Scheffe test presented 
a difference between teachers-employers and teachers-employees. There 
wa s no significant difference between employers and employees . 
Table 58. One~way analysis of variance and Scheffe test 
for the category offset machine--importance. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
349 
2 
347 
F Probability 0. 0000 
Sum of 
Squares 
669.95 
90.7{) 
579 .25 
Mean 
Square 
45 .35 
1.67 
N = 350; teachers = 66, employers 106, employees = 178 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 3.05 Employers 1.62 
Employees 1.86 
Photocopying 
machine--importance 
The null hypothesis tested was : 
F 
Ratio 
27.17 
There will be no difference between teachers, emp l oyers, and 
employees with regard to importance of the photocopying machine. 
Results . Table 59 presents the F probability at 0.0050. There-
fore, the investigator rejects the null hypothesis . The difference was 
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between teac hers-employe r s and teachers - empl oyees. No difference exi st ed 
between employers-employees . 
Table 59 . One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for 
the category photocopying machine--importance. 
Source of Degrees 
Variation of Freedom 
Total 400 
Group 2 
Error 398 
F Probability= 0.0050 
Sum of 
Squares 
771.07 
20.27 
750.80 
Mean 
Square 
10.13 
1.89 
N = 401; teachers= 66, employers- 124, employees= 211 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 4.39 Employers 3.60 
Employees 3.80 
Ten-key adding 
machine--importance 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
F 
Ratio 
5.37 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to importance of the ten-key addi nq machine . 
Results . As shown by Table 60, the F probability was 0.0010. There-
fore, the null hypothesis was rejected . Scheffe test results indicate 
differences between teachers-employers and teachers-employees . There 
wa s no difference between employers-employees . 
Table 60. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe te st 
for the category ten-key adding machine--importance. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
386 
2 
384 
F Probabi 1 i ty = D. OOHJ 
Sum of 
Squares 
914.67 
32.44 
882.24 
Mean 
Square 
16.22 
2.30 
N = 38T; teachers= 67, employers= 121, employees= 199 
Scheffe Subset 
Teachers 4.25 
Printing 
calculator--importance 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
Scheffe Subset 2 
Employers 3.45 
Employees 3.52 
F 
Ratio 
7.06 
There will be no difference between teachers, emp loyers, and 
employees with regard to importance of the printing calculator. 
Results. Table 61 indicates a F probability of 0.0000. Therefore, 
the investigator rejects the null hypothesis. A significa nt difference 
was shown by the Scheffe test ·between teachers-employers and teachers-
emp loyees. No difference existed between employers-employees . 
Rotary 
calculator--importance 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
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Table 61. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test 
for the category printing calculator--importance. 
Source of Degrees 
Variation of Freedom 
Total 361 
Group 2 
Error 359 
Sum of 
Squares 
1,016.38 
62.08 
954.30 
Mean 
Square 
31.04 
2.66 
F Probability = 0.0000 
N = 362; teachers = 65, employers 113, employees = 184 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 3.83 Employers 2.87 
Employees 2.71 
F 
Ratio 
11.68 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees"with regard to importance of operating the rotary calcu lator. 
Results. The F probability for this hypothesis was0.0058. There-
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fore, the hypothesis was rejected. A difference between teachers-emp layers 
and teachers-employees was indicated by the Scheffe test in Table 62. 
No difference between employers-employees was shown by the Scheffe test. 
Key-driven 
calculator--importance 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to importance of operating the rotary calculator. 
Table 62. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe t est 
for the category rotary calculator--importance. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
340 
2 
338 
Sum of 
Squares 
480.97 
]11.45 
466 . 52 
Mean 
Square 
7.22 
1.38 
F Probability= 0.0058 
N = 341; teachers= 63, employers 106, employees= 172 
Scheffe Subset Sc heffe Subset 2 
Teachers 2.10 Employers 1. 49 
Employees 1.72 
F 
Ratio 
5.24 
Results . Table 63 shows a F probability of 0.176. Therefore, the 
null hypothesis was rejected. The difference occurred between teachers-
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employers. There was no significant difference between teachers-employees 
or between employers-empl oyees . 
Electronic 
calculator--importance 
The null hypothesis tested was : 
There will be no difference between teachers, empl oyers, and 
employees with regard to importance of operating the electronic calculator. 
Results. As shown by Table 64, the F probability v.es 0.0000. The 
null hypothesi s v.es, therefore, rejected . The Scheffe test results in-
dicated a difference between all three groups - -teachers-empl oyers, 
teachers -employees , and employers-employees. 
Tabl e 63 . One-way analys is of variance and Scheffe test 
for the category key-dri ven calculator- - importance. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
33g 
2 
337 
Sum of 
Squares 
478.74 
11.34 
467 .40 
Mean 
Square 
5.70 
1.39 
F Probability= 0.0176 
N = 340; teachers= 62, employers 107, employees= 171 
Scheffe· Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 2. 10 Employers 1.56 
Employees 1.73 
Table 64 . One-way analysis of variance and Sc heffe test 
for the category electronic ca l culator--importance. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Square 
Total 380 1,016.13 
Group 2 113 .27 56.64 
Error 378 902.86 2.39 
F Probability 0.0000 
N = 381; teachers = 67, employers = 124, employees = 190 
F 
Ratio 
4.09 
F 
Ratio 
23.71 
Sc heffe Subset .Scheffe Subset 2 Scheffe Subset 3 
Teac hers 4. 42 Employers 3.58 Employees 2.44 
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Keypunch 
machine--importance. 
The null hypothesis tested was : 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to importance of operating the keypunch machine. 
Results. The F probability, as indicated by Table 65, was 0.0000. 
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Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected . The Scheffe test presented 
a difference between teachers-employers and teachers-employees. There 
wa s no significant difference between employers-employees. 
Table 65. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test 
for the category keypunch machine--importance. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
349 
2 
347 
F Probability = 0.0000 
Sum of 
Squares 
617 . 95 
68.09 
549.86 
Mean 
Square 
34.05 
1.58 
N = 350; t eachers = 62, employers 105, employees = 183 
Scheffe Subset 
Teachers 2.81 
Postage 
meter--importance 
The null hypothesis tested wa s: 
Scheffe Subset 2 
Employers 1.56 
Employees 1.73 
F 
Ratio 
21.49 
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There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to importance of operating the postage meter. 
Results. Table 66 presents the F probability at 0.0000. There-
fore, the investigator rejects the null nypothesis. The difference was 
between teachers-employers and teachers-employees. No difference existed 
between employers-employees. 
Table 66. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for 
the category postage meter--importance. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
368 
2 
366 
F Probability= 0.0000 
Sum of 
Squares 
992.80 
53.33 
939 .47 
Mean 
Square 
26.66 
2.57 
N = 369; teachers = 64, employers 110, employees = 195 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 3.53 Employers 2.48 
Employees 2.56 
Check 
~r--importance 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
F 
Ratio 
10.39 
Ther€ will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
employees with regard to importance of operating the check writer. 
Results. As shown by Table 67, the F probability was 0.0000. There-
fore, the null hypothesis was rejected. Scheffe test results indicate 
differences between teachers-employers and teachers-employees. There 
was no difference between employers-employees. 
Table 67. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test 
for the category check writer--importance. 
Source of Degrees 
Variation of Freedom 
Total 362 
Group 2 
Error 360 
F Probability ; 0.0006 
Sum of 
Squares 
1 ,006.17 
40.57 
965.60 
Mean 
Square 
20.28 
2.68 
N ; 363; teachers ; 62, employers 110, employees ; 191 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 3. 27 Employers 2. 43 
Employees 2.37 
Correcting 
typewriter--importance 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
F 
Ratio 
7.56 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
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emp loyees with re~ard to importance of operating the correctin~ typewriter. 
Results. Table 68 indicates a F probability of 0.0000. Therefore, 
the investi~ator rejects the null hypothesis. A significant difference 
was shown by the Scheffe test between teachers-employers and teachers-
employees. No difference existed between employers -employees. 
Table 68 . One-way analys i s of variance and Scheffe test 
for the category correcting typewriter--importance. 
Source of Degrees 
Variation of Freedom 
Total 373 
Group 2 
Error 371 
F Probability= 0. 0000 
Sum of 
Squares 
l '173.33 
137.64 
1,035.69 
Mean 
Square 
68.83 
2.79 
N = 374; teachers = 68, employers 112, employees = 194 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 4.35 Employers 2.81 
Employees 2.76 
Memory 
typewriter--importance 
The null · hypothesis t es ted ·was: 
F 
Ratio 
24.65 
There will be no difference between teachers, employers, and 
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employees with regard to importance of operating the memory typewriter . 
Results. The F probability for this hypothesis was 0.0000 . There-
fore, the hypothesis was rejected. A difference between teachers-employers 
and teacher.s-employees was indicated by the Scheffe test in Table 69. 
No difference between employers-employees was shown by the Scheffe test. 
Ranking of occupational 
skills according to importance 
Table 70 gives the ranking (based on mean s ) for teachers, employers , 
and employees 6n importance of occupational skills. The five most important 
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ski ll s beinq performed by entry-level office workers as seen by t eachers 
were: (l ) t yping letters, (2) alphabetic filing, (3} using the telephone , 
(4} receiving callers, and (5) using the electronic calculator . Employers 
and employees included the following as the five most important skills 
being performed by entry-1 eve l office workers: ( l) typing letters, 
(2) alphabetic filing, (3} using the telephone, (4) receiving callers, 
and (5) using the electric typewriter. 
The only noticeable discrepancy in the skills ranked as least impor-
tant by the three groups concerned the use of the thermafax machine . 
Employers and employees ranked it 41st and 44th respectively, while teachers 
ranked it as 26th . 
Con siderable differences among the three groups existed in the 
importance rankings of several of the skills. The following skills were 
ranked higher· in importance by teachers than by employers o~ Employees. 
l. taking dictation in written shorthand 
2. transcribing from shorthand notes 
3. transcribing from dictating machine 
4. typing fluid duplicating ma sters 
5. operating fluid or spirit duplicating machine 
6. operating thermafax machine 
7. using the electronic calculator 
8. using the correcting typewriter 
In contrast, employers and employee s ranked the following skills 
higher in the importance rankings t han did the business teachers . 
l . typing legal documents 
2. preparing office reports 
3. supervising full or part-time employees 
4. us ing the manual typewriter 
In all cases, teachers gave a greater importance value to every 
occupational skill than did employers or employees. 
Table 69 . One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for 
the category memory typewriter--importance . 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
354 
2 
352 
Sum of 
Squares 
825.40 
175.45 
649 . 95 
Mean 
Square 
87.72 
1.85 
F Probability= 0.0000 
N = 355; teachers= 67, employers 106, employees = 182 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 3.66 Employers 1.80 
Emp 1 oyees 1. 91 
F 
Ratio 
4.63 
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Table No. 70. Ranking (based on means) for teachers, employers, and employees on 
importance of occupa~nal skills (1 =most important, 44 = least important) . 
Occupational Skill Teachers Employ~rs Employees 
Oral Communication 
1. Receive callers 4 (4.54) 3 (4.36) 2 (4.38) 
2. Use the telephone 3 (4.63) 1 (4.49) 1 (4.54) 
Shorthand and TranscriEtion 
1. Take dictation in written shorthand 18 (3.89) 31 (2 .37) 26 (2 .62) 
2. Transcribe from shorthand notes 15 (3.93) 29 (2 . 44) 25 (2 .63) 
3. Transcribe from dictating machine 13 (3.99) 28 (2.45) 31 (2.29) 
Tnewriting 
1. Letters 1 (4 .73) 4 (4.17) 4 (4.30) 
2. Carbon packs 16 (3.93) 23 (2.68) 17 (3 .04) 
3. Reports 11 (4.03) 9 (3.79) 9 (3.69) 
4. Stencils 36.5 (3.18) 35 (1. 91) 33 (2.06) 
5. Fl uid duplicating masters 27 (3 .68) 39 (1 0 70) 38 . 5 (1 .89) 
6. Offset duplicating masters 38 (3. 10) 38 (1. 70) 38.5 (1.89) 
7 0 Minutes of meetings 25 (3. 77) 25 (2.61) 24 (2.65) 
8. Financial statements 31 (3.53) 21 (2.82) 15 (3. 13) 
9. Completion of forms 10 (4.15) 7 (3.83) 6 (3.93) 
10. Legal documents 36 0 5 (3 0 18) 19 (2.97) 18 (2.98) 0 ...., 
Table No. 70 Continued 
Occupational Skill Teachers Employers Employees 
Administrative & Su~ervisory 
l. Compose letters 12 (3.99) 10 (3.67) 11 ( 3. 55) 
2. Order office supplies 23 (3.82) 15 (3.36) 14 (3.28) 
3. Arrange meetings and conferences 24 (3.78) 17 (3.12) 20 (2.90) 
4. Handle travel arrangements 32 (3.39) 26 (2. 61) 30 (2.30) 
5. Handle money 14 (3. 97) 8 (3.79) 8 (3.69) 
6. Prepare office reports 19 (3.87) 6 (3 .85) 13 (3.37) 
7. Supervise full- or part-time employees 33 (3.39) 16 (3. 15) 23 (2.69) 
Filing 
l. Alphabetic system 2 (4.65) 2 (4.38) 5 (4 .29) 
2. Geographic system 29 (3 .57) 34 (l. 94) 36 (1. 93) 
3. Numeric system 21 (3.84) 14 (3.43) 10 (3.61) 
4. Subject system 17 (3. 91) 18 (3.11) 16 (3.07) 
Du~licating 
l. Fluid or spirit 20 (3.85) 33 (1. 95) 35 (l. 96) 
2. Stencil or mimeograph 34 (3.35) 37 (1 . 76) 34 (1. 98) 
3. Therma-Fax 26 (3. 71) 41 (1.60) 44 (1.69) 
4. Offset 39 (3.05) 40 (1.62) 40 (1 .86) 
5. Photocopying 8 (4.29) 11 (3.61) 7 (3.80) 
c; 
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Table No. 70 Continued 
Occupational Skill Teachers 
Calculating Machines 
l. Ten-key adding 9 14.25) 
2. Full-keyboard adding 42 2.50) 
3. Printing calculator 22 (3.83) 
4. Rotary calculator 44 (2 .10) 
5. Key-driven calculator 43 (2.10) 
6. Electronic calculator 5 (4.42) 
Miscellaneous Machines 
l. Keypunch 41 (2.81) 
2. Postage meter 30 (3.53) 
3. Check writer 35 (3 .27) 
4. Manual typewriter 40 (2.82) 
5. Electric typewriter 6 (4.40) 
6. Correcting typewriter 7 (4.35) 
7. Memory typewriter 28 (3.66) 
l = No Importance, 2 = Limited Importance, 3 = Somewhat Important, 
5 = Extremely Important. 
Employers Employees 
13 (3.45) 12 (3.52) 
32 (2.19) 32 (2.20) 
20 (2.87) 22 (2. 71) 
44 (1.49) 43 (l. 72) 
43 (1.56) 41 (1. 73) 
12 (3.58) 19 (2.94) 
42 (l. 56) 42 (l. 73) 
27 (2.48) 27 (2 .56) 
30 (2.43) 29 (2 .37) 
24 (2.6ll 28 ~2.40) 
5 (4.11 3 4.32) 
22 (2 .81) 21 (2.76) 
36 (1. 79) 37 {l. 91) 
4 = Considerably Important , 
0 
\D 
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Level of Education 
The null hypothesis tested was : 
There will be no significant difference between teachers, employers, 
and employees with regard to level of education that an entry-level office 
worker should have. 
Results. Table 72 indicates a Chi-square value of 7.138. In order 
to be significant at the .05 level, a value of 15.51 is needed. There-
fore, the null hypothesis is retained. Very few of the teachers, employers, 
or employees believed that the completion of junior high was enough. At 
the same time, the three reference groups did not believe that it was 
necessary for an entry-level office worker to complete a B.S./B.A . degree. 
They also agreed that a one- or two-year post-secondary program was highly 
des i rab 1 e. 
Reasons for Selecting Entry-Level Office Workers 
The information in this section will include the perceptions of 
teachers, employers, and employees regarding reasons for selecting entry-
level office workers . One-way analysis of variance tables will be given 
only for those reasons where a significant difference existed at the .05 
level. (1 =no importance, 5 =·extremely important) .> For ~ the following, 
no significant differences were found: 
1. Character references 
2. Did well in interview 
3. Educational background 
4. Grades made in school 
5. Health record 
6. Manner & mannerisms 
7. Maturity (other than chronological) 
8. Need for job 
9. Previous work experience 
10. Recommendations from previous employers 
One-way analysis of variance tables for the above categories are 
included in Appendix E. 
TABLE NO. 72 
PERCENTAGE OF TEACHERS, EMPLOYERS, AND EMPLOYEES INDICATING 
PREFERRED LEVEL OF EDUCATION FOR ENTRY-LEVEL OFFICE WORKERS 
lll 
Teachers Employers Employees 
(N=69) (N=l36) (N=213) 
Completion of 1.5 1.5 0.9 
Junior High (l) (2) (2) 
Completion of 36.2 36.8 46.5 
Senior High (25) (50) (99) 
Completion of 27.5 33.1 24.9 
Post Secondary (19) (45) (53) 
1-year Clerical 
Completion of 30 .4 22.1 23.5 
2-year Secretarial (21) (30) (50) 
Completion of 4.3 6.6 4.2 
B.S./B.A . Degree (3) (9) (9) 
Raw Chi Square= 7.1376 (8 degrees of freedom) 
Significance = 0.5219 
Table Value = 15.51 
Ambitions 
The null hypothes is tested was: 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, employers, and employees with regard to the importance of 
ambition as a reason for hiring entry-level office workers . 
Results. Table 73 shows a F probability os 0.0323. Therefore, 
the null hypothesis was rejected. The difference occurred between 
teachers and employers. There was no significant difference between 
teachers-employees or between employers-employees. 
Table 73 . One-way analysis of variance and 
Scheffe test for the category ambitions. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
430 
2 
428 
F Probability 0.0323 
Sum of 
Squares 
374.43 
5.96 
368.47 
Mean 
Square 
2.98 
0.46 
N = 431; teachers= 69, employers 140, employees = 222 
Hobbies 
Scheffe Subset 1 
Teachers 4.26 
Emp 1 oyers 3. 91 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
Scheffe Subset 2 
Employees 4.09 
Employers 3.91 
F 
Ratio 
3.46 
There will be no sign ificant difference in the perceptions of 
teac.hers, employers, and employees with regard to the importance of 
hobbi es as a reason for hiring entry-level office workers . 
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Results. As shown by Table 74, the F probability is 0.0312. The 
null hypothesis was, therefore, rejected. The Scheffe test results in-
dicated a difference between teachers-employees. No significant dif-
ference existed between teachers-employers or between employers-employees. 
Table 74. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe 
test for the category hobbies. 
Source of Degrees 
Variation of Freedom 
Total 425 
Group- 2 
Error 423 
F Probability= 0.0312 
Sum of 
Squares 
450.20 
7.32 
Mean 
Square 
3.66 
442.88 1.05 
N = 426; teachers = 69, employers 139, employees = 218 
Scheffe Subset 1 
Interest in the 
specific job 
Teachers 2.58 
Emp 1 oyers 2. 23 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
Scheffe Subset 2 
Employers 2.23 
Employees 2.12 
F 
Ratio 
3.50 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, empl oyers, and employees with regard to the importance of 
interest in the specific job as a reason for hiring entry-level office 
workers. 
Results. The F probability, as indicated by Table 75,was 0.0033. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. The Scheffe test presented 
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a difference between teachers-employer s . There was no s ignificant dif-
ference between teachers-employees or between employer s -emp l oyees . 
Table 75 . One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test 
for the category 'interes t in the specific job. 
Source of 
Variation 
Tota l 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
428 
2 
426 
F Probability= 0.0033 
Sum of 
Squares 
357.24 
9.48 
347.76 
Mean 
Square 
4. 74 
0.82 
N = 429; teachers = 69, employers 140, employees = 220 
Marital Status 
Scheffe Subset l 
Teachers 4.55 
Employees 4. 28 
The null hypothesis tested wa s: 
Scheffe Subset 2 
Employees 4.28 
Employers 4.10 
F 
Ratio 
5.80 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of teachers, 
employers, and employees with regard to the importance of marital status 
as a reason for hiring entry-level office workers. 
Results . Table 76 presents the F probability at 0.0000 . Therefore, 
the i nvest igator rejects the null hypothesis . The difference was be-
tween teachers-employers and teachers -employees. No difference existed 
between employers -emp loyees. 
Table 76. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test 
for the category marital status. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
427 
2 
425 
F Probability = 0.0000 
Sum of 
Squares 
527.68 
25.00 
502.68 
Mean 
Square 
12.50 
1.18 
N = 428; teachers = 68, employers 139, employees = 221 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 2.41 Employers 1.68 
Employees 1.84 
Personal appearance 
The null hypothesi s tested was : 
F 
Ratio 
10.57 
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There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, employers, and employees wtth regard to the iril~ortance of per-
sonal appearance as a reason for hiring entry-level office workers. 
Results. As shown by Table 77, the F probability was 0.0313. There-
fore, the null hypothesis was rejected. Scheffe test results indicate 
differences between teachers~employers. There was no difference be-
tween teachers-employees or between employers-employees. 
Personality 
The null hypothesis tested was : 
Table 77. One-way analysis of variance and Scneffe test 
for the category personal appearance. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
430 
2 
428 
F Probability= 0.0313 
Sum of 
Squares 
221.80 
3.56 
218.23 
Mean 
Square 
l. 78 
0. 51 
N = 431; teachers= 69, employers 139, employees = 223 
Scheffe Subset l 
Teachers 4.55 
Employees 4.32 
' Scheffe Subset 2 
Employees 4.32 
Employers 4.28 
F 
Ratio 
3.49 
There will be no s ignificant difference in the perception s of 
teachers, employers, and employees with regard to the importance of 
personality as a rea son for hiring entry-level office workers. 
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Results. Tabl e 78 indicates a F probability ef 0. 0116. Therefore, 
the i nves ti gator rejects the null hypothesis. A s i gni fi cant difference 
wa s shown by the Scheffe test between teachers-employees. No difference 
existed between teachers-employers and employers ~employees. 
Attendance record 
The null hypothesi s tested was: 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, employers, and employees with regard to the importance of 
attendance record as a reason for hiring entry-level office workers. 
Table 78. One-way analysis of variance and Sc heffe 
test for the category personality. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
430 
2 
428 
F Probability = 0.0116 
Sum of 
Squares 
240 . 54 
4.96 
235.59 
Mean 
Square 
2.48 
0.55 
N = 431; teachers= 69, employers 140 , employees = 222 
Scheffe Subset l 
Teachers 4.58 
Employers 4.32 
Scheffe Subset 2 
Employers 4.32 
Employees 4.27 
F 
Ratio 
4.50 
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Results. The F probability for this hypothesis was 0.0000. There-
fore, the hypothesi s was rejected. A difference between teachers-employers 
and teachers-employees was indicated by the Scheffe test in Table 79 . No 
difference between employers-employees was shown by the Sc heffe test. 
School or civic honors 
and/or achievements 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no s ignificant difference in the perceptions of teachers, 
employers, and employees with regard to the importance of school or civic 
honors and/or achievements as a reason for hiring entry-level office workers. 
Results. Tabl e 80 shows a F probability of 0.0000. Therefore, the 
null hypothesis was rejected. The difference occurred between teachers-
employers and teachers-employees . There was no significant difference 
between employers-emp loyees . 
Table 79. One-way analys i s of variance and Scheffe tes t for 
the category school attendance record. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
427 
2 
425 
Sum of 
Squares 
693.69 
57.82 
635.87 
Mean 
Square 
28 . 91 
1.50 
F Probability= 0. 0000 
N = 428; teachers = 69, employers 138, employees = 221 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 4. 04 Emp 1 eyers 2. 94 
Employees 3. 17 
F 
Ratio 
19.32 
Table 80. One-way analysi s of variance and Scheffe test for the 
category school or civic honors and/or achievements. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
428 
2 
426 
Sum of 
Squares 
454.43 
42 . 63 
411 .80 
Mean 
Square 
21 . 32 
0.97 
F Probability= 0 . 0000 
N = 429; teachers = 69, employers 138, employees = 222 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 3.42 Employers 2. 69 
Employees 2.52 
F 
Ratio 
22.05 
11 8 
Scores on 
employer tests 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, employers, and employees with regard to the importance of 
scores on emp loyer tests. 
Results. As shown by Table 81, the F probability was 0.0000. The 
null hypothesis ms, therefore, rejected. The Scheffe test results in-
dicated a difference between teachers -employees. No significant dif-
ference existed between teachers-employers and employers-employees. 
Table 81. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test 
for the category scores on employer tests. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
417 
2 
415 
F Probability = 0.0226 
Sum of 
Squares 
539.40 
9. 76 
529 .64 
Mean 
Square 
4.88 
1. 28 
N = 418; teachers = 69, empl oyers 129, employees = 220 
Scheffe Subset l 
Teachers 3. 67 
Emp layers 3. 26 
Training background 
The null hypothesis tested was : 
Scheffe Subset 2 
Employers 3.26 
Employees 3. 15 
F 
Ratio 
3.83 
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There will be no s ignificant difference in the perception s of 
t eac hers, employers, and employees with regard to the importance of 
training background. 
Results. The F probability as indicated by Table 82, was 0.0000 . 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. The Scheffe test presented 
a difference between teachers-employe~s and teachers-employees. There 
was no significant difference between employers-employees. 
Table 82 . One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test 
for the category training background. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
422 
2 
420 
F Probability 0.0000 
Sum of 
Squares 
383. 11 
19.15 
363.96 
Mean 
Square 
9. 57 
0.87 
N = 423; teachers = 69, employers 135, employees = 219 
Scheffe Subset Scheff!! Subset 2 
Teachers 4.25 Employers 3.76 
Employees 3.64 
Ranking of rea sons for selecting 
entry-level office workers 
F 
Ratio 
11.05 
Table 83 gives the ranking (based on means) for teachers, employers, 
and employees on importance of reasons for se l ecting entry-level office 
workers. Teachers and employers felt the major reason for selecting 
office workers was personality. Personal appearance was selected by 
Table No. 83 Ranking (based on means) for teachers, employers, and employees 
on importance of reasons for selecting entry-level office workers . 
Reason Teachers Employers Employees 
Ambitions 5 (4 . 26) 7 (3 . 91) 5 (4.09) 
Character references 12 (3 . 91) 11 (3. 71) 9 (3.78) 
Did well in interview 7 (4.19) 6 (3.96) 8 (3.92) 
Educational background 9 (4.12) 8 (3 .85) 7 (3.93) 
Grades made in school 15 (3.64) 14 (3.33) 13 (3.50) 
Health record 13 (3 .78) 13 (3 .46) 14 (3.49) 
Hobbies 19 (2.58) 19 (2.23) 19 (2 . 22) 
In terest in the spec ific job 2.5 (4.55) 5 (4.10) 2 (4.28) 
Manner & mannerisms 8 (4.15) 3 (4.19) 4 (4.15) 
Marital status 20 (2.41) 20 (1. 68) 20 (1 .84) 
Maturity (other than chronological age) 4 (4.29) 4 (4.13) 6 (4.01) 
Need for job 18 (3.07) 17 (2. 91) 16 (3.20) 
Personal appearance 2.5 (4.55) 2 (4 . 20) l (4.33) 
Personality l (4.58) l (4.32) 3 (4 . 28) 
Previous work experience 16 (3.55) 12 (3.64) 10 (3. 77) 
Recommendations from previous employers 11 (4.00) 10 (3.72) 11 (3.76) 
School attendance record 10 (4.04) 16 (2.94) 17 (3.17) 
School or civic honors and/or achievements 17 (3.42) 18 (2.69) 18 (2.52) 
Scores on employer tests 14 (3.67) 15 (3.26) 15 (3 . 26) 
Training background 6 (4.25) 9 (3 .76) 12 (3.64) 
l = No Importance, 2 = Li mited Importance, 3 = Somewhat Important, 4 = Considerably Important 
5 = Extremely Important. 
~ 
N 
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employees as being the most important reason, but they also indicated 
the importance of personality by ranking it as the third most important 
reason for selecting entry-level office workers. Marital status was 
ranked last by all three groups as a reason for hiring. School attendance 
was the area where the perceptions had the greatest variance; teachers 
ranked it 1Oth, emp 1 oyers 16th, and emp 1 oyees 17th . The ranki ngs for 
all other areas were relatively consistent among the three groups. 
Reasons for Not Selecting Entry-Level Office Workers 
This section will cover the information on the perceptions of 
teachers, employers, and employees regarding reasons for not selecting 
entry-level office workers. One-way analysis of variance tables will be 
given only for those reasons where a significant difference existed at 
the .05 level. No significant differences· were found .for the follow i ng : 
1. Health record 
2. I1111la turi ty 
3. Incomplete and/or poorly filled out application form 
4. "Job hopper" as evidenced by previous employment record 
5. Inability to communicate with employer 
6. Little interest or poor reasons for wanting the gob 
7. Low scores on employer tests 
8. Personal appearance 
9. Personality 
For the above categories, one-way analysis of variance tables are 
included in Appendix E. 
lack of ' job-r·elated 
education 
The null hypothesis tested was : 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, employers, and employees with regard to the importance of 
lack of job-related education as a reason for not hiring entry-level 
office workers. 
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Results . As shown by Table 84, the F probability i s 0. 0322 . There-
fore, the null hypothesi s i s rejected. Sc heffe test re sults indicate 
differences between teachers-employers. There wa s no difference between 
teachers-employees or between employers-employees . 
Table 84 . One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test 
for the category lack of job-related education. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
424 
2 
422 
F Probability = 0.0322 
Sum of 
Squares 
447.05 
7. 22 
439 .83 
Mean 
Square 
3. 61 
1.04 
N = 425; teachers = 68, employers 138, emp l oyees = 219 
Scheffe Subset 1 
Teachers 3.97 
Employees 3.70 
Lack of job-related 
ski 11 s 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
Scheffe Subset 2 
Employees 3.70 
Employers 3.57 
F 
Ratio 
3.47 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, employers, and e~ployees when asked about the importance of 
limited job-related skills as a reason for not hiring entry- level 
office workers. 
Results. Table 85 indicates a F probability of 0. 0016 . Therefore, 
the investigator rejects the null hypothesis. A significant difference 
Table 85 . One-way analysi s of variance and Scheffe test 
for the category lack of job-related skill s . 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
421 
2 
419 
Sum of 
Squares 
381.85 
ll. 59 
370.25 
Mean 
Square 
5.80 
0.88 
F Probability = 0.0016 
N = 422; teachers= 68, employers 137, employees= 217 
Scheffe Subset Sc heffe Subset 2 
Teachers 4.40 Employers 3.94 
Employees 3.95 
Table 86. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test 
for the category littl e or no work experience. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
415 
2 
413 
F Probability = 0.0044 
Sum of 
Squares 
459.63 
11 . 93 
447.70 
Mean 
Square 
5. 96 
1.08 
N = 416; teachers = 68, employers 132, employees = 216 
Scheffe Subset l 
Teachers 3.16 
Employees 3.36 
Sc heffe Subse t 2 
Employers 2.98 
Employees 3.36 
F 
Ratio 
6.56 
F 
Ratio 
5.50 
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wa s shown by the Scheffe· test between teachers-employers and teacher s-
employees. No difference existed between employees-employers. 
Little or no 
work experience 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, employers, and employees with regard to the importance of 
little or no work experience as a reason for not hiring entry-level 
office workers. 
Results. The F probability for this hypothesis I'«<S 0.0044. There-
fore, the hypothesis I'«<S rejected. A difference between employers-
employees was ind icated by the Scheffe test in Table 86. No difference 
between teachers-employees or between teachers-employers was shown by 
the Scheffe test. 
Rankinq of reasons for not 
selecting entry-level office workers 
The ranking (based on means) for teachers, employers, and employees 
on the importance of reasons for not selecting entry-level office workers 
is given in Tab le 87. Inability to communicate with employer was in-
dicated by teachers as the leading reason for not sel ecting entry-level 
office workers. Employers and employees both selected little interest 
or poor reasons for wanting job as the primary rea son for not hiring 
entry-l eve l office workers. All three groups indicated that health 
record, little or no work experience, and low scores on employer tests 
were not major determinants in making a selection. The area where the 
largest discrepancies occurred between the three groups included lack 
of job-related skil l s and litt~e or poor reason for wanting the job. 
Table No . 87 Ranking (based on means) for teachers, employers, and employees 
on importance of reasons for not selecting entry-level office workers. 
Reason Teachers Employers Employees 
Health record 11 (3.56) 10 (3.39) 12 (3.34) 
Immaturity (other than chronological age} 6 (4 . 25) 4 (4.21) 7 (3.94} 
Inability to communicate with employer 1 (4.54) 2 (4.43) 2 (4.33) 
Incomplete and/or poorly filled out 8 (4.15) 8 (3.90) 8 (3.83} 
application form 
"Job hopper" as evidenced by previous 7 (4.24) 6 (4.13) 3 (4.20) 
emp loyment record 
Lack of job-related education 9 (3. 97} 9 (3. 57) 9 (3. 70} 
Lack of jo-related skills 3 (4.40) 7 (3.94) 6 (3.95) 
Little interest or poor reasons for 5 (4.28) 1 (4.46) 1 (4.36) 
wanting job 
Little or no work experience 12 (3.16) 12 (2.98) 11 (3.36) 
Low scores on employer tests 10 (3 .69) 11 (3.36) 10 (3.42) 
Personal appearance 4 (4 .39) 5 (4.17) 4 (4.19) 
Persona 1 i ty 2 (4.42) 3 (4.22) 5 (4.15) 
No Importance, 2 =Limited Importance, 3 = Somewhat Important, 4 = Considerably Important, 
Extremely Important. 
N 
"' 
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Reasons for Termination of Entry-Level Office Workers 
The findings on reasons for termination of entry-level office workers 
as perceived by teachers, employers, and employees are covered in this 
section. Tables for one-way analysis of variance are given only for 
those reasons where a significant difference existed at the .05 level. 
No significant difference was found for the following : 
l . Continuously argues with supervisors or employer 
2. Continuously makes costly mistakes 
3. Does not follow instructions 
4. Does not get along with co-workers 
5. Does not show initiative 
6. Lack of interest in job 
7. Lack of maturity 
8. Not prompt enough in carrrying out assigned job tasks 
9. Shows an unwillingness to learn 
The tables for these categories are included in Appendix E. 
~~enteeism 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, employers, and employees with regard to the importance of 
absenteeism as a reason for termination of an entry-level office 
worker. 
Results. Table 88 shows a F probability of 0.0158. Therefore, 
the null hypothesis was rejected. The difference occurred between 
teachers-employees. There was no significant difference between 
teachers-employers or between employers-employees. 
Tardiness 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
Table 88. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe 
test for the category absenteeism. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
426 
2 
1124 
F Probability= 0.0158 
Sum of 
Squares 
204.57 
3.97 
200.61 
Mean 
Square 
l. 98 
0.47 
N = 427; teachers = 68, employers 138, employees = 221 
Scheffe Subset 1 
Teachers 4. 63 
Employers 4.44 
Scheffe Subset 2 
Employers 4.44 
Employees 4.36 
F 
Ratio 
4.19 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, employers, and employees with regard to the importance of 
tardiness as a reason for termination of entry-level office workers. 
Results. As shown by Table 89, the F probability was0.0075. The 
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null hypothesis was, therefore, rejected. The Scheffe test results in-
dicated a difference between teachers-employers and teachers-employers. 
No significant difference existed between employers-employees. 
Ranking of reasons for termination 
of entry-level office workers 
Table 90 gives the ranking (based on means) for teachers, employers, 
and employees on importance of reasons for termination of entry-level 
office workers. · All three reference groups indicated that the 
Table 89. One-way analys is of variance and Scheffe' 
test for the category tardiness . 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
426 
2 
424 
Sum of 
Squares 
356.89 
8.14 
348.75 
Mean 
Square 
4. 07 
0.82 
F Probability= 0.0075 
N = 427; teachers= 67, employers 138, employees= 222 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 4.30 Employers 3.89 
Employees 3.95 
F 
Ratio 
4.95 
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employee continuously making costly mistakes was the number one reason 
for termination. 
Importance of Personal Characteristics Desired 
by Employers of Entry-Level Office Workers 
The importance of personal characteristics desired by employers of 
entry-level office workers as perceived by teachers , employers , and 
employees are discussed in this section. There was no significant dif-
ference found for the following. 
1. Acceptance of responsibility 
2. Aggressiveness 
3. Conscientiousness 
4. Human relations 
5. Initiative 
6. Loyalty 
7. Pleasant personal appearance 
8 . Poise and emotional stability 
9. Positive self-image 
10. Promptness in completing work 
Table 90. Ranking (based on means) for teachers, employers, and employees on 
importance of reasons for termination of entry-level office workers. 
Reason Teachers Employers 
Absenteeism 3 (4.63) 4 (4.44) 
Continuously argues with supervisors or .2 (4.65) 3 (4.45) 
employers 
Continuously makes costly mistakes 1 (4 .66) 1 (4.59) 
Does not follow instructions 4 (4 .62) 2 (4 .46) 
Does not get along with co-workers 6 (4.39) 6 (4 . 21) 
Does no t show ini tiative 10 (4.04) 8.5 (3 . 99) 
Lack of interest in job 8.5 (4.07) 7 ~ 4. 15) 
Lack of maturity 11 (4.00) 10 3 .95) 
Not prompt enough in carrying out assigned 8.5 (4 .07) 8.5 (3.99) 
tasks 
Shows an unwillingness to learn 5 (4.44) 5 (4.40) 
Tardiness 7 (4 .30) 11 (3 .89 ) 
Employees 
5 (4.36) 
2 (4.54) 
1 (4.59) 
3 (4.43) 
8 (4 .13) 
9 (4.12) 
6 (4 .25) 
10 (4.04) 
7 (4.17) 
4 (4 .41) 
11 (3.95) 
1 = No Importance, 2 =Limited Importance, 3 = Somewhat Important, 4 = Considerably Important, 
5 = Extremely Important. 
w 
0 
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The one-way analysis of variance tables for these categories are 
inc luded in Appendix E. 
Attendance 
The null hypothesis tested wa s : 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, employers, and employees with regard to the importance of 
attendance as a personal characteristic desired by employers of entry-
level office workers . 
Results . The F probability, as indicated by Table 91, was 0.0092. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected . The Scheffe test presented 
a difference between teachers-employers and between teachers-employees . 
There wa s no significant difference between employers -employees. 
Table 91 . One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe 
test for the category attendance. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
430 
2 
428 
F Probability= 0.0092 
Sum of 
Squares 
153 . 73 
3.33 
150 . 40 
Mean 
Square 
1.67 
0.35 
N = 431; teachers= 69, employers 140, employees = 222 
Scheffe Subset 
Teachers 4. 77 
Scheffe Subset 2 
Employers 4. 51 
Employees 4.54 
F 
Ratio 
4.75 
Attitude 
The null hypothesis tested wa s: 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, ·employers, and employees with regard to the importance of 
attitude as a personal characteristic desired by employers of entry-
level office workers. 
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Results. Table 92 presents the F probability at 0.0382. Therefore, 
the investigator rejects the null hypothesis. The difference was be-
tween teachers-employees. No difference existed between teachers-employers 
or between employers-employees. 
Character and Integrity 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, employers, and employees with regard to the importance of 
character and integrity as a personal characteristic desired by emp loyers 
of entry-level office workers. 
Results. As shown by Table 93, the F probability was O.OOll . There-
fore, the null hypothesis was rejected. Scheffetest results indicate 
differences between teachers-employees and between employers-employees . 
There was no difference between teachers-employers. 
Dependability 
The null hypothesis tested wa s: 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, employers, and emp loyees wi'th regard to the importance of 
dependability as a personal characteristic desired by employers of 
entry-level office workers. 
Table 92 . One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe 
test for the category attitude . 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
430 
2 
428 
F Probability = 0.0382 
Sum of 
Squares 
121.81 
1. 84 
119.97 
Mean 
Square 
0.92 
0. 28 
N = 431; teachers= 69, employers 140, employees = 222 
Scheffe Subset 1 
Teachers 4. 83 
Employers 4.67 
Scheffe Subset 2 
Employers 4.67 
Employees 4.64 
Table 93. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test 
for the category character and integrity. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
427 
2 
425 
Sum of 
Squares 
192.72 
6.08 
186 .63 
Mean 
Square 
3.04 
0.44 
F Probability = 0.0011 
N = 428; teachers = 69, employers 139, emp l oyees = 220 
Scheffe Subset 1 Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 4.62 Employees 4.36 
Employers 4. 58 
F 
Ratio 
3.29 
F 
Ratio 
6.93 
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Re sults . Table 94 indicates a F probability of 0.0020 . Therefore, 
the investigator rej ects the null hypothes is. A significant difference 
wa s shown by the Scheffe test between teachers-employers . No difference 
existed between teachers-employees or between employers-employees. 
Table 94 . One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe 
test for the category dependability. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
430 
2 
428 
F Probability = 0.0020 
Sum of 
Squares 
92.32 
2.69 
89.62 
· Mean 
Square 
1.35 
0. 21 
N = 431; teachers = 69, employers 140, employees = 222 
Humor 
Scheffe Subset l 
Teachers 4.87 
Employees 4.75 
The null hypothesis tested was : 
Scheffe Subset 2 
Employees 4.75 
Employers 4. 64 
F 
Ratio 
6.43 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, employers, and employees with regard to the importance of 
character and integrity as a personal characteristic desired by employers 
of entry-level office workers. 
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Results. The F probability for this hypothesis was 0.0070. There-
fore, the hypothesis was rejected. A difference between teachers-employers 
and employers-employees was indicated by the Scheffe test in Table 95. 
No difference between teachers-employees was shown by the Scheffetest . 
Patience 
The null hypothesis tested was : 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, employers, and employees with regard to the importance of 
patience as a personal characteristic desired by employers of entry-
level office workers. 
Results. Table 96 shows a F probability of 0.0240. Therefore, 
the null hypothesis was rejected. The difference occurred between 
teachers-employers. There was no significant difference between 
teachers-employees or between employers-employees . 
Table 95. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe' 
test for the category humor. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
430 
2 
428 
F Probability 0.0070 
Sum of 
Squares 
345.62 
7~87 
337.75 
Mean 
Square 
3.94 
0. 79 
N = 432; teachers = 69, employers 140, employees = 223 
Scheffe Subset 
Teachers 3.68 
Employees 3.59 
Scheffe Subset 2 
Employers 3.33 
F 
Ratio 
4.99 
Table 96. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe 
test for the category patience. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
430 
2 
428 
F Probability= 0.0240 
Sum of 
Squares 
307.62 
5.31 
302.31 
Mean 
Square 
2.66 
0. 71 
N = 431; teachers= 69, employers 140, employees = 222 
Ranking of 
Scheffe Subset l 
·Teachers 4.16 
Employees 4.05 
personal characteristics 
Sc heffe Subset 2 
Employees 4.05 
Employers 3. 91 
F 
Ratio 
3.76 
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Tabl e 97 gives the ranking (based on mean s ) for teachers, ,_employers, 
and employees on importance of personal characteristics des ired by employers 
of entry-level office workers . Dependability wa s indicated by teachers 
and employees as the most important personal characteri stic desired by 
employers. Employers ranked dependability as the third most important 
and listed attitude as the most important . The largest di sc repancy 
among the three reference groups wa s in the category character and 
integrity. Employers felt that this was the second most important 
characteristic, while teachers ranked it sixth and employees ranked it 
still lower as number eight in importance. Humor wa s ranked by all 
three groups as being the l eas t important . 
Table 97. Ranking (based on means) for teachers, employers, and employees on importance 
of personal characteristics desired by employers of entry-level office workers. 
Characteristic Teachers Employers 
Acceptance of responsibility 4.5 ~4.64) 4 (4.56) Aggressiveness 15 3. 71) 15 (3. 71) 
Attendance 3 (4. 77) 5 (4.51) 
Attitude 2 (4.83) 1 (4 .67) 
Character and integrity 6 (4.62) 2 (4.58) 
Conscientiousness 4. 5 (4.64) 6 (4.45) 
Dependability 1 (4 : 87) 3 (4. 57) 
Human relations 9 (4.44) 12 (4.12) 
Humor 16 (3.68) 16 (3.33) 
Initiative 12 (4.35) 9 (4.23) 
Loyalty 7 (4.54) 8 (4.31) 
Patience 13 .5 (4. 16) 14 (3. 91) 
Pleasnat personal appearance 11 (4 .38) 11 (4.17) 
Poise and emotional stability 10 (4.39) 10 (4.20) 
Positive self-image 13.5 (4.16) 13 !4.04) Promptness in completing work 8 (4.45) 7 4.40) 
Employees 
2 ( 4.67) 
15 (3.73) 
4 (4.54) 
3 (4.64) 
8 (4.34) 
6 (4 .52) 
1 (4.75) 
11 (4.21) 
16 (3.59) 
9 (4 .33) 
7 (4.3g) 
13 (4 . 15) 
10 (4 . 28) 
12 (4 .16) 
14 (4 .05) 
5 (4.53) 
1 = No Importance, 2 = Limited Importance, 3 = Somewhat Important, 4 = Considerably Important, 
5 = Extremely Important 
w 
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Improvement Needed in the 
Preparation of Entry-Level Office Workers 
138 
This section will cover the information on the perceptions of teachers, 
employers, and employees regarding the improvement needed in the prepar-
at ion of entry-1 eve l office workers . No significant difference was found 
for the category of skill at operating materials, equipment and machines 
associated with the job. The one-way analysis of varian·ce table for this 
category is included in Appendix E. For all other categories a signifi-
cant difference was found which is reported in the following tables. 
(l = Major Improvement Needed, 3 = No Improvement Needed) 
Ability to follow 
instructions 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, employers, and employees with regard to the improvement needed 
in the preparation of entry-level office workers' ability to fo]low 
instructions. 
Results. Table 98 shows a F probability of 0.0000. Therefore, the 
null hypothesis was rejected. The difference occurred between teachers-
employers and between teachers-employees. There was no significant dif-
ference between employers-employees. 
Ability to read and apply 
printed matter required for job 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, employers, and employees with regard to the improvement needed 
in the preparation of entry-level office workers ' ability to read and 
apply printed matter required for the job . 
Table 98 . One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test 
for the category ability to follow instructions. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
414 
2 
412 
Sum of 
Squares 
182.80 
20.52 
162.29 
Mean 
Square 
10.26 
0.40 
F Probability = 0.0000 
N = 415; teacher.s = 68, employers 131, employees= 216 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 1.49 Employers 2.02 
Emp 1 oyees 2. 11 
F 
Ratio 
26.04 
Table 99. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe te st for the 
category ability to apply printed matter required for job. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
412 
2 
410 
Sum of 
Squares 
208.94 
14 . 08 
194 .86 
Mean 
Square 
7.04 
0. 48 
F Probability= 0.0000 
N = 413; teachers = 68, employers 130, employees = 215 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 1.60 Employers 2.05 
Employees 2.12 
F 
Ratio 
14.81 
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Results. As shown by Table 99, the F probability was o.oooo . The 
null hypothesis was, therefore, rejected . The Scheffe test results in-
dicated a difference between teachers-employers and between teachers-
employees. No significant difference existed between employers-employees. 
Ability to work 
under pressure 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, employers, and employees with regard to the improvement needed 
in the preparation of entry-level office workers' ability to work under 
pressure. 
Results. The F probability, as indicated by Table 100, was 0.0000. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. The Scheffe test presented 
a difference between teachers-employers and between teacher s-employees. 
There was no significant difference between employers-employees. 
Ability to work 
with others 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no significant difference in the perception s of 
teachers, employers, and employees with regard to the improvement needed 
in the preparation of entry-level office workers' ability to work with 
others. 
Results. Table 101 presents the F probability at 0.0000. There-
fore, the investigator rejects the null hypothesis. The difference was 
between teachers-employers and between teachers-employees . No difference 
existed between employers-employees . 
Table 100 . One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for 
the category ability to work under pressure . 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
414 
2 
412 
Sum of 
Squares 
192 . 98 
7.39 
185 . 59 
Mean 
Square 
3.69 
0.45 
F Probability 0.0000 
N = 415; teachers= 68, employers 131, employees= 216 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 1.71 Employers 2.07 
Employees 2.06 
Table 101. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test 
for the category ability to work with others . 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
412 
2 
410 
Sum of 
Squares 
223.95 
15.47 
208.47 
Mean 
Square 
7.74 
0.51 
F Probability= 0.0000 
N = 413; teachers = 68, employers 130, employees = 215 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 1. 72 Employers 2.09 
Employees 2.27 
F 
Ratio 
8.19 
F 
Ratio 
15.22 
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Ability to write 
and speak effectively 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, employers, and employees with regard to the improvement needed 
in the preparation of entry-level office workers' ability to write and 
speak effectively. 
Results . As shown by Table 102, the F probability was 0.0000. There-
fore, the null hypothesis was rejected . Scheffe test results indicate 
differences between teachers-employers and teachers-employees. There 
was no difference between employers-employees. 
Table 102. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe'test for 
the category ability to write and speak effectively. 
Source of 
Va ri ati on 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
409 
2 
407 
Sum of 
Squares 
200.09 
12.29 
187.80 
Mean 
Square 
6. 14 
0. 46 
F Probability= 0.0000 
N = 410; teachers = 68, employers 130, employees = 212 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 1.56 Employers 1.94 
Employees 2.05 
F 
Ratio 
13.31 
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Accuracy in us ing 
bas ic arithmetic skills 
The null hypothesi s tested was : 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, employers, and employees with regard to the improvement 
needed in the preparation of entry-level office workers' accuracy in 
using basic arithmetic skills. 
Results. Table 103 indicates a F probability of 0.0000. Therefore, 
the investigator rejects the null hypothesis. A significant difference 
existed between teachers-employers and teachers-employees. No difference 
existed between employers-employees. 
Table 103 . One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for the 
category accuracy in using basic arithmet-ic ski ll s . 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
411 
2 
409 
Sum of 
Squares 
195.76 
16.95 
178.81 
Mean 
Square 
8. 48 
0.44 
F Probability= 0.0000 
N = 412; teachers = 68, employers 130, employees = 214 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 1.57 Employers 2.07 
Employees 2. 14 
F 
Ratio 
19 .39 
Table 104. One-way analysis of var iance and Scheffe 
test for the category ambition/motivation. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
410 
2 
408 
F Probability = 0.0050 
Sum of 
Squares 
206.30 
5.38 
200.92 
Mean 
Square 
2.69 
0.49 
N = 411; teachers=' 68, employers 131, employees= 212 
Scheffe Subset l 
Teachers 1.82 
Employers 2.00 
Ambition/motivation 
The null hypothesis tested was : 
Scheffe Subset 2 
Employers 2.00 
Employees 2.14 
F 
Ratio 
5.46 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
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teachers, employers, and employees with regard to the imporvement needed 
in the preparation of entry-level office workers' ambition/motivation. 
Results. The F probability for this hypothesis was 0. 0055. There-
fore, the hypothesis was rejected. A difference between teachers -employees 
was indicated by the Scheffe test in Table 104. No difference between 
teachers-employers or between employers-employees was shown by the Scheffe 
test. 
Attitude toward 
company and employer 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
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There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, emp loyers, and emp loyees with regard to the improvement needed 
in the preparation of entry-level office workers' attitudes toward com-
pany and employer. 
Results. Table 105 shows a F probability of 0.0000. Therefore, 
the null hypothesis wa•s rejected. The difference occurred between 
teachers-employers and between teachers~employees . There was no signif-
icant difference between employers-employees. 
Table 105. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for 
the category attitudes toward company and employers . 
Source of Degrees 
Variation of Freedom 
Total 412 
Group 2 
Error 410 
F Probability 0.0000 
Sum of 
Squares 
237.38 
14.27 
223.11 
Mean 
Square 
7.13 
0. 54 
N = 413; teachers = 58, emp loyers 131 , employees = 214 
Scheffe Subset 
Teachers 1.55 
Concern 
~ductivity 
The null hypothes is tested wa s: 
Scheffe Subset 2 
Employers 2.00 
Employees 2.18 
F 
Ratio 
13.11 
146 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of tea ch-
ers, employers , and employees with regard to the impr.ovement needed 
in the preparation of entry-level office workers' concern for productivity. 
Results. As shown by Table 106, the F probability was 0.0000. The 
null hypothesis was, therefore, rejected. The Scheffe test results in-
dicated a difference between teachers-employees and employers-employees. 
No significant difference existed between teachers-employers. 
Table 106. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
test for the category concern for productivity. 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
410 
2 
408 
Sum of 
Squares 
237.93 
12.48 
225 . 45 
Mean 
Sq uare 
6.24 
0.55 
F Probability 0. 0000 
N = 411; teachers= 68, employers 129, employees = 214 
Concern 
fOrSafety 
Scheffe Subset 1 Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 1.62 Employees 2. 09 
Employers 1.88 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
I' 
Ratio 
11.29 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, emp loyers, and employees with regard to the improvement needed 
in the preparation of entry-level office workers' concern for safety. 
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Results. The F probability, as indicated by Table 107, was 0.0091. 
Therefore, the null hypothesis w:~s rejected. The Scheffe test presen ted 
a difference between teachers-employers and between teachers-employees. 
There was no significant difference between employers-employees. 
Table 107. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe 
test for the category concern fo r safety. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
411 
2 
409 
F Probability= 0.0090 
sum of 
Squares 
209.78 
4.82 
205.16 
Mean 
Square 
2.41 
0.50 
N = 412; teachers= 68, employers 131, employees= 213 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 1.94 Employers 2.24 
Employees 2.23 
Creativity/originality 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
F 
Ratio 
4. 81 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, employers, and employees with regard to the improvement needed 
in the preparation of entry-level office workers' creativity/originality. 
Results. Table 108 presents the F probability at 0.0000. There-
fore, the investigator rejects the null hypothesis. The difference was 
between teachers-employers and teachers-employees. No difference existed 
between employers-employees. 
Table 108. One-way anal ys is of variance and Scheffe test 
for the category creativity/originality. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
408 
2 
406 
Sum of 
Squares 
166.09 
8. 56 
157.52 
Mean 
Square 
4.28 
0. 39 
F Probability = 0. 0000 
N = 409; teachers= 68, employers 131, employees= 210 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 1.78 Employers 2. 20 
Employees 2.13 
Table 109. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe 
test for the category dependability. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
412 
2 
410 
Sum of 
Squares 
257.65 
17.82 
239.83 
Mean 
Square 
8. 91 
0. 59 
F Probability = 0. 0000 
N = 413; teachers = 68, employers 131, employees = 214 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 1.53 Employers 1.96 
Employees 2.1 2 
R 
Ratio 
11 .03 
F 
Ratio 
15.23 
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Dependability 
The null hypothesi s te sted was: 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, employers, and empioyees with regard to the improvement needed 
in the preparation of entry-level office workers' dependability. 
Results. As shown by Table 109, the F probability wasO.OOOO. There-
fore, the null hypothesis was rejected . Scheffe test results indicate 
differences between teachers-employers and between teachers-employees. 
There wa s no difference between employers-employees. 
Pride in 
quality of work 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, employers, and employees with regard to the improvement needed 
in the preparation of entry-level office workers' pride in quality of 
work. 
Results. Table 110 indicates a F probability of 0.0000 . There-
fore, the investigator rejects the null hypothesis . A significant 
difference wa s shown by the Scheffe test between teachers-employers and 
between teachers-employees. No difference existed between employers-
employees. 
Responsibility and 
ability to follow-through 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, employers, and employees with regard to the improvement needed 
Table 11 0. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe'test 
for the category pride in quality of work. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
410 
2 
408 
Sum of 
Squares 
245.51 
15.74 
229.77 
Mean 
Square 
7.87 
0.56 
F Probability ; 0.0000 
N; 411; teachers; 68, employers 130, employees; 213 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 1.51 Employers 1.90 
Employees 2.06 
F 
Ratio 
13.98 
Table 111. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for the 
category responsibility and ability to follow-through. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
411 
2 
409 
Sum of 
Squares 
231.76 
18.42 
213.34 
Mean 
Square 
9.21 
0.52 
F Probability ; 0.0000 
N ; 412; teachers ; 68, employers 130, employees ; 214 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 1.52 Employers 1.96 
Employees 2.13 
F 
Ratio 
17 .65 
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in the preparation of entry-level office workers' responsibility and 
ability to follow-through. 
Results. The F probability for this hypothesis is 0.0000. There-
fore, the hypothesis was rejected. A difference between teachers-employers 
and teachers-employees was indicated by the Scheffe test in Table 111. 
No difference between employers-employees was shown by the Scheffe test. 
Dress habits 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, employers, and employees with regard to the improvement needed 
in the preparation of entry-level office workers' dress habits. 
Results. Table 112 shows a F probability of 0.0000. Therefore, the 
null hypothesis was rejected. The difference occurred between teachers-
employers and between teachers-employees. There was no significant 
difference between employers-employees. 
Techniques in looking for 
jobs, filling out application 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, employers, and employees with regard to the improvement needed 
in the preparation of entry-level office workers' techniques in looking 
for jobs, filling out applications. 
Res ults . As shown by Table 113, the F probability was 0.0000. The 
null hypothesis was, therefore, rejected. The Scheffe test results in-
dicated a difference between teachers-employers and between teachers-
emp loyees. No significant difference existed between employers-employees. 
Table 112. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe 
test for the category dress habits. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
409 
2 
407 
Sum of 
Squares 
179.32 
9.09 
170.23 
Mean 
Square 
4.55 
0.42 
F Probability= 0.0000 
N = 410; teachers= 67, employers 131, employees= 212 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 1.85 Employers 2.12 
Employees 2.27 
F 
Ratio 
10.87 
Table 113. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for the 
category techniques in looking for jobs. 
Source of Degrees 
Variation of Freedom 
Total 395 
Group 2 
Error 393 
Sum of 
Squares 
178.57 
8.60 
169.97 
Mean 
Square 
4.30 
0.43 
F Probability = 0.0000 
N = 396; teachers = 66, employers 126, employees = 204 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 1.76 Employers 2.10 
Employees 2. 17 
F 
Ratio 
9.94 
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Table 114 . One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for the 
category willingness to learn new job skills or take 
training. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
410 
2 
408 
F Probability= 0.0010 
Sum of 
Squares 
210.85 
6.83 
204.02 
Mean 
Square 
3.42 
0.50 
N = 411; teachers= 68, employers 131, employees= 212 
Scheffe' Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers 1.82 Employers 2.15 
Employees 2.18 
Willingness to learn new 
job ski lls or take training 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
F 
Ratio 
6.83 
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There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
teachers, employers, and employees with regard to the improvement needed 
in the preparation of entry-level office workers' willingness to learn 
new job skills or take training. 
Results. The F probability, as indicated by Table ll4,was 0.0010. 
Therefore, the null hypothesi swas rejected. The Scheffe test presented 
a difference between teachers-employers and between teachers-employees . 
There was no significant difference between employers-employees. 
Willingness to start 
at bottom and work up 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
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teachers, employers, and employees with regard to the improvement needed 
in the preparation of entry-level office workers' willingness to start 
at the bottom and work up. 
Results. Table 115 presents the F probability at 0.0010. Therefore, 
the investigator rejects the null hypothesis. The difference was between 
teachers-employers and between teachers-employees. No difference existed 
between employers-employees. 
Table 115. One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe test for the 
category willingness to start at bottom and work up. 
Source of Degrees 
Variation of Freedom ' 
Total 411 
Group 2 
Error 409 
Sum of 
Squares 
2lg_82 
7.01 
212.81 
Mean 
Square 
3. 51 
0.52 
F Probability 0.0010 
N = 414; teachers = 68, employers 131, employees = 213 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers l. 78 Empl ayers 2.13 
Employees 2.14 
F 
Ratio 
6.74 
Table 116 . One-way analysis of variance and Scheffe 
test for the category work habit s. 
Source of 
Variation 
Total 
Group 
Error 
Degrees 
of Freedom 
410 
2 
408 
Sum of 
Squares 
199.76 
10.56 
189.19 
Mean 
Square 
5.28 
0.46 
F Probability = 0.0000 
N = 411; teachers= 68, employers 131, employees= 212 
Work habits 
Scheffe Subset Scheffe Subset 2 
Teachers l . 62 Employers 2. 02 
Employees 2.06 
The null hypothesis tested was: 
F 
Ratio 
11.39 
There will be no significant difference in the perceptions of 
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teachers, employers, and employees with regard to the improvement needed 
in the preparation of entry-level office workers' work habits. 
Results. As shown by Table 116, the F probability~~es 0.0000. There-
fore, the null hypothesis was rejected. Scheffe test results indicate 
differences between teachers-employres and between teachers-employees. 
There was no difference between employers-employees. 
Ranking of improvement needed in the 
preparation of entry- l evel office workers 
Table 117 gives the ranking (based on means) for teachers, employers, 
and .employees on improvement needed in the preparation of entry-level 
Table 117. Ranking (based on means) for teachers, employers, and employees on 
improvement needed in the preparation of entry-level office workers. 
Area Teachers Employers Employees 
Ability to follow suggestions or instructions 1 (1.49) 8 (2 . 02) 7 (2 .11) 
Ability to read and apply printed matter 7 (1.60) 10 (2.05) 8 (2 .13) 
required for job 
Ability to work under pressure 11 (1.71) 11 f2.07) 2 (2.06) 
Ability to work with others 12 (1. 72) 13 2.09) 19 (2.25) 
Ability to write and speak effectively 5 (1 . 56) 3 (1 .94) 1 (2 .05) 
Accuracy in using basic arithmetic skills 6 (1.57) 12 (2 .07) 14 (2.15) 
Ambition/motivation 16 . 5 (1.82) 6 (2.00) 12 (2.14) 
Attitudes toward company and employer 10 (1.66) 6 (2.00) 17 (2 .19) 
Concern for productivity 8.5 (1. 62) 1 (1.88) 5 (2 .09) 
Concern for safety 19 . 5 (1. 94) 20 (2.24) 18 (2.24) 
Creativity/originality 14.5 (1.78) 19 (2.20) 13 (2 . 14) 
Dependability 3.5 fl. 53) 6 (2 . 00l 6 (2 .l 0) 
Pride in quality of work 2 1. 52) 2 (1 . 90 3.5 (2. 07) 
Responsibility and ability to follow-through 3.5 (1. 53) 4 (1. 96) 10 (2 .13) 
Skill at operating materials, equipment and 19 .5 (1. 94) 18 (2.17) 10 (2 . 13) 
machines associated with job 
20 Ores s habits 18 (1.85) 15 (2.12) (2 .27) 
Techniques in looking for jobs, filling out 13 (1 . 76) 14 (2 .10) 16 (2.17) 
application forms, and preparing for job interview 
Willingness to learn new job skills or take 16.5 (1.82) 17 (2.15) 15 {_2 . 18) 
traininq 
Willingness, if necessary to start at bottom 14.5 (1.78) 16 (2.13) 10 (2 . 13) 
and work up 
Work habits 8.5 ( 1. 62) 9 (2.02) 3.5 (2 .07) 
tn 
"' 
1 = Major Improvement Needed, 2 = Minor Improvement Needed, 3 = No Improvement Needed. 
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office workers. Teachers ran ked the ability to follow suggestions or in-
structions as the area needing the most improvement. Concern for pro-
ductivity was ranked by employers as the area needing the most improvement, 
while employees felt that the ability to write and speak effectively wa s 
the area which needed the most improvement for the preparation of entry-
level office workers. 
TABLE NO. 118 
TEACHERS, EMPLOYERS, AND EMPLOYEES 
VIEWS ON EXTRA-CURRICULAR ACTIVITIES 
Teachers 
(N=65 ) 
Employers 
(N=l33) 
Employees 
(N=208) 
Related to 
Job Success 
87.7% 
(57) 
41.4 
(55) 
48.1 
(108) 
Not Related 
to Job Success 
12.3% 
(8) 
58.6 
(78) 
51.9 
(108) 
Raw Chi-Square = 40 .50518 (2 degrees of freedom) 
Significance = 0.0000 
Table Value= 5.991 
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Importance of On-the-job Work-experience Programs 
The null hypothesis tested wa s: 
There will be no significant differences between perceptions of 
teachers, entry-level office workers, and employers with regard to the 
importance of on-the-job work-experience programs. 
Results. Table 119 shows a Chi-square value of 5.772. To be 
significant a value of 5.991 is required. The null hypothesis was, 
therefore, retained. A slightly higher percentage of teachers {95.4) 
indicated that on-the-job work-experience programs were important than 
did the employers (83.1) or the employees (86.5). 
Methods Used in the Selection 
of.Entry-level Officeoworkers 
Table 120 shows the methods - used by employers in the selection of 
entry-level office workers. Most employers require the interview (135 
out of 138) and the appl i cation form to be filled out (118 out of 138). 
Very few of the empl oyers require any type of vocational interest 
test (9) or an aptitude test (16). 
Typewriting and Shorthand Skill Requirements 
Approximately 50 percent of the employers surveyed have set typing 
skill requirements for their entry-level office workers (67 out of 135). 
Most of those who had a typewriting speed requirement indicated a 
speed of 45-55 words per minute as being desireable . An even smaller 
percentage of the employers have set shorthand skill requirements. Only 
26 of the 135 respondents indicated a shorthand requirement. Most of 
those indicated that a speed of 80 words per minute was adequate for 
entry-level office workers. 
Teachers 
(N = 65) 
Employers 
(N = 130) 
Employees 
(N = 205) 
TABLE NO. 119 
TEACHERS, EMPLOYERS, AND EMPLOYEES 
VIEWS OF ON-THE- JOB WORK-EXPERIENCE PROGRAMS 
Related to Not Related 
Job Success to Job Success 
95.4% 4.6% 
(62) (3) 
83.1 16.9 
(108) (22) 
86.3 13.7 
(177) (28) 
Raw Chi-Square= 5.7717 (2 degrees of freedom) 
Significance = 0.0558 
Table Value = 5.991 
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TABLE NO. ]20 
EVALUATION USED IN SELECTION 
OF ENTRY-LEVEL OFFICE WORKERS 
Used Not used 
Achievement tests 20.3% 79.7% 
(28) (110) 
Applications 85 .. 6 14.4 
(118) (20) 
Aptitude tests 11.6 88.4 
(coordination) (16) (122) 
Interview 97.8 2.2 
(135) (3) 
Performance/skill tests 48.6 51.4 
(67) (71) 
Personality tests 14 . 5 85.5 
(20) (118) 
Vocational interest tests 0.5 93.5 
9 129 
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In this chapter, the results of the study were reported in ll major 
divisions: occupational skills, level of education preferred for entry-
level office workers, reasons for selecting entry-level office workers , 
reasons for not selecting entry-level office workers, reasons for termin-
ation of entry-level office workers, importance of personal character-
istics desired by employers of entry-level office workers, improvement 
needed in the preparation of entry-level office workers, importance of 
extra-curricular activities, importance of on-the-job work-experience 
programs, methods used in the selection of entry-level office workers, and 
typing and shorthand skill requirements. One-way analysis of variance 
tests, Chi-square tests, and descriptive statistics were used to analyze 
the data. 
A summary and review of the findings will be made in Chapter V 
along with the recommendations. 
Chapter V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
This chapter is initiated with a summation of the study, including 
the background of the problem, purpose of the study, research procedures, 
analyis of the data, and the findings of the study. Second, conclusions 
for the study are presented based upon the findings. Finally, recommen-
dations for utilizin~ the study are discussed. 
Sum~ 
Business educators strive to keep their curriculum current with 
the ever-changing demands of the business world. One way of keeping 
the business education curriculum current i s by utiliiing research 
findings from surveys about the business· world. 
Statement of the Problem 
The problem of this study was thqt industry requirements for entry-
level office jobs in the State of Utah were not available. The knowledge 
of job requirements would help insure relevance to the educational pro~ 
grams being provided for entry-level office workers in the State of 
Utah. 
Purpose of the Study 
The purpose of this study was to compare perceptions of vocational 
bu s iness teachers, employers of entry-level office workers, and entry-
level office workers regarding employable qualifications for entry-level 
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office workers. Specifically, answers to the following questions were 
sought : 
1. What occupational skills are performed by entry-level office 
workers? 
2. What level of education is needed for entry-level office 
workers? 
3. What are the reasons for selecting entry- level office worker 
applicants? 
4. What are the reasons for not selecting entry-level office worker 
applicants? 
5. What are the areas in which improvement should be made in the 
preparation of entry-level office workers? 
6. What are the causes for termination of entry-level office 
workers? 
7. What are the personal characteristics desired by employers 
of entry-level office workers? 
8. What is the relationship between participation in extra-
curricular activities to job success of entry-level office 
workers? 
9. What is the relationship between participation in on-the-job 
training programs and job success of entry-level office 
workers? 
10. What methods are used in the selection of entry-level office 
workers? 
11. What further training is conducted by employers after hiring 
an entry-level office worker? 
Research Procedures 
The sample of the study included vocational business teachers, 
entry-level office workers, and emp loyers. All secondary and post-
secondary business education department chairpersons in public educa-
tional institutions in Utah were asked to submit the names of ten 
businesses where their graduates were employed as entry-level office 
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workers . The department chairperson s returned the names of 232 busi-
nesses . This served as the sample for the employers. Each employer 
was asked to complete the questionnaire . . In addition, each employer 
was asked to have two entry-level office workers complete the question-
naire. The secondary and post-secondary department chairpersons served 
as the sample representing the business teachers. 
For purposes of this study, a questionnaire was considered an appro-
priate method for collecting the data. The questionnaire was designed 
into 13 sections covering the purposes of the study. 
The questionnaire was developed in the following manner: 
1. Research of similar studies was examined to form a basis 
for the questionnaire. 
2. The questionnaire was constructed using the other research 
studies as a basis. 
3. A pilot group consisting of three vocational business 
teachers, three entry-level office employees, and three 
employers of entry-level office workers was given the 
questionnaire, and an analysis was made of the prelimin-
ary form of the survey instrument. 
4. The revised form was then sent to the Utah State Advisory 
Council for Business and Office Education members asking 
for suggestions to be incorporated into the final revision. 
5. A final revision was made before the questionnaire was 
mailed to the sample of the study. 
The questionnaire, a cover letter, and an addressed, stamped 
envelope were mailed to each of the potential respondents. Three 
follow-ups of each group were made. At the conclusion of the data 
collection phase, the return included 80 percent of the .vocational 
business teachers surveyed and 72 percent of the employers-employees 
surveyed. Thus, there were responses on 76 questionnaires from teachers, 
and 166 responses from employers-employees . 
165 
Analysis of the Data 
The data were processed at the computer center at Utah State Univer-
sity using the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS). The 
programs included one-way analysis of variance, Scheffe analysis, descrip-
ti ve analysis and Chi-square. 
Findings 
A discussion of the findings is included in ll sections, represent-
ing the ll purposes of the study. One-way analysis of variance tests 
were made to determine whether there were differences in the perceptions 
of teachers, employers, and employees for each category. The following 
summarizes the results of those tests. The sca le used for frequency 
ratings was : l = daily, 2 = weekly, 3 = mo~thly, 4 = yearly, 5 = never. 
Oral communication--frequency. Teachers, employers, and employees 
agreed on the frequency of receiving callers and using the telephone. 
The frequencies for receiving cal lers fell between 1.20 and 1.40 while 
the frequencies for using the telephone fell between l .16 and 1.20. 
Shorthand and transcr ip tion--frequency. There were differences in 
perceptions regarding the frequency for all three categories listed under 
shorthand and transcription. Teachers indicated a greater frequency for 
taking dictation in written shorthand, transcribing from shorthand notes, 
and for transcribing from dictating machines . The means for the teachers 
were 1.92 , l .92, and 1.89 while the means for the employers and employees 
ranged from 3.54 to 4.23. 
Typewriting--frequency. Teachers indicated a greater frequency than 
employers and employees for typing l etters, carbon packs, stencils, fluid 
duplicating masters, offset duplicating masters, and for typing financial 
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statemen t s. Employees disaqreed with teachers and employers regarding 
the frequency of typing reports. However, the three groups were in 
agreement in regarding the frequency of typing forms and legal documents. 
For specifics on the means refer to Appendix F. 
Administrative & supervisory--frequency. Larqe discrepancies 
existed in the category of administrative and supervisory skills. 
Teachers, employers, and employees did notagree on the frequency of 
ordering office supplies, arranging meetings and conferences, handling 
travel arrangements, preparing office reports, or supervising full- or 
part-time employees. However, they did agree on the frequency of 
composing letters and handling money. 
Filing--frequency. Numeric filing was the only filing system 
where the three groups agreed on the frequency. There was disagrement 
between the three groups regarding the frequency of alphabetic, geo-
graphic, and subject filing. The means for geographic filing showed 
the qreatest variance; teachers 2.48, employers 4.40, and employees 4.50. 
Duplicating--frequency. The only type of duplicating which the 
three groups aqreed con the frequency was photocopying. Teachers had 
a mean of 1.48, empl oyers 1.87, and employees 1.81. Teachers indicated 
considerably higher frequencies for fluid, stencil, Therma~Fax, and 
offset duplicating t han did employers or employees. 
Calculating machines--frequency. Teachers, empl oyers, and employees 
did not agree on the frequency of any of the calculating machines for 
which they were surveyed . The largest variance between the means of 
the three groups was for the electronic ca l culator where teachers had 
a mean of 1.40, employers 2.31 and employees 3.36. 
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Miscellaneous machines--frequency. The frequency of use of the 
el ectric typewriter wa s agreed upon by the three groups . However, they 
did not agree on the frequency of the keypunch machine, postage meter, 
check writer, manual typewriter, correcting typewriter, or the memory 
typewriter. 
The results for the importance ratings of the occupational skills 
were very similar to the frequency ratings. Again, teachers generally 
ind t cated a greater importance to the various skills than did employers 
or employees. 
In addition to the one-way analysis of variance tests performed on 
each item, rankings of each category were made based on the means to 
determine the order of importance for teachers, employers, and employees. 
Occupational skills--frequency. Teachers indicated that the fol-
lowing tasks were most frequently performed : (1) using the telephone, 
(2) alphabetic filing, (3) receiving callers, (4) typing letters, and 
(5) usi ng the electronic calculator. The skills least performed as 
indicated by teachers were: (1) using the rotary calculator, (2) typing 
legal documents, (3) using the key-dr iven calculator, (4) typing offset 
duplicating masters, and (5) using the full-keyboard adding machine. 
Four of the five occupational skills indicated by teachers as being 
the most frequent skills performed by entry-level office workers were 
al so included by employers as the most frequently used skill s. The one 
difference in those indicated by the employers was their including using 
the electric typewriter rather than the using the electronic calculator . 
The sk ill s employers believed to be the least frequently used were: 
(1) using the rotary calculator, (2) using the key-driven ca l cu l ator, 
(3) us ing the offset duplicating machine, (4) using the keypunch machine, 
and (5) using the Therma-Fax machine. 
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Employees had views s imilar to the employers regarding frequency 
of occupational skills. They ranked (1) using the tel ephone , (2) receiv -
ing callers, (3) using the ten-key adding machine, (4 ) alphabetic 
filing, and (5) using the electric calculator as the top five sk i lls 
being performed by entry-level office workers . The skills which 
employees believed to be used least frequently by entry-level office 
workers included : (1) using the memory typewriter, (2) using the rotary 
calculator, (3) using the keypunch machine, (4) using the key-driven 
calculator, and {5) using the Therma-Fax machine. 
There were several skills where considerable differences in the 
rankings of the three groups existed . Teachers ranked the following 
skills as occurring more frequently than did employers or employees. 
1. taking dictation in written shorthand 
(teachers - 14th, employers - 24th, employees - 22nd) 
2. transcribing from shorthand notes 
(teachers - 15th, employer s - 26th, employees - 23rd) 
3. transcribing from dictating machine 
(teachers - 13th, employers - 28th, employees - 31s t) 
4. typ i ng fluid duplicating masters 
(teachers - 22nd, employers - 36th, employees - 34th) 
5. geographic filing 
(teachers - 24th, employers - 35th, employees - 37th) 
6. using the fluid or spirit duplicating machine 
(teachers - 20th, employers - 33rd, employees - 36th) 
7. using the Therma-Fax machine 
(teachers - 17th, employers - 40th, employees - 40th) 
8. using the postage meter 
(teachers -11th, employers - 22nd, employees -19th) 
9. us ing the correcting typewriter 
(teachers - 6th, employers - 23rd, employees - 26th) 
10. using the memory typewriter 
(teachers - 28th, employers - 38th, employees - 44th) 
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By comparison, employers and employees ranked the fo llowing s kills 
much higher than did the business teachers. 
l. typing reports 
(teachers - 25th, employers - 13th , employees - 12th) 
2. typing financial statements 
(teachers - 39th, employers - 30th, employees - 25th) 
3. typing legal documents 
(teachers - 41st , employers - 21st, employees - 21st) 
4. composing letters 
(teachers - 23rd, employers - 12th, employees - 11th) 
5. ordering office supplies 
(teachers - 33rd, employers - 15th, employees - 14th) 
6. arranging conferences and meetings 
(teachers - 31st, employers - 17th, employees - 20th) 
7. handling money 
(teachers - 20th, employers - 1Oth, employees - 9th) 
8. preparing office reports 
(teachers - 26th, employers - 14th, employees - 16th) 
9. supervising full- or part-time employees 
(teachers - 32nd, employers - 18th, employees - 24th) 
10 . using the manual typewriter 
(teachers - 38th, employers - 25th, employees - 28th) 
Occupational skills--importance. The five most important skills 
being performed by entry-level office workers as seen by teachers were: 
(1) typing letters, (2) alphabetic filing, (3) using the telephone, 
(4) receiving callers, and (5) using the electronic calculator. Both 
employers and employees included the following as the five most impor-
tant skills being performed by entry-level office workers: (1) typing 
letters, (2) alphabetic filing, (3) using the telephone, (4) receiving 
callers, and (5) using the electric typewriter. 
Considerable differences among the three groups existed in the 
importance rankings of several of the skills. The following skills 
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were ranked higher in importance by teachers than by employers or by 
employees. 
l. taking dictation in written shorthand 
(teachers - 18th, employers - 31st, employees - 26th) 
2. transcribing from shorthand notes 
(teachers - 15th, employers - 29th, employees - 25th) 
3. transcribing from dictating machine 
(teachers - 13th, employers - 28th, employees - 31st) 
4. typing fluid duplicating masters 
(teachers - 27th, employers - 39th, employees - 38th) 
5. operating fluid or spirit duplicating machine 
(teachers ~ 20th, employers - 33rd, employees - 35th) 
6. operating Therma-Fax machine 
(teachers - 26th, employers - 41st, employees - 44th) 
7. using the electronic calculator 
(teachers - 5th, employers - 12th, employees - 19th) 
8. using the correcting typewriter 
(teachers - 7th, employers - 22nd, employees - 21 st) 
In contrast, employers and employees ranked the following skills 
much higher in the importance rankings than did the busines s teachers . 
1. typing legal documents 
(teachers - 36th, employers - 19th, employees - 18th) 
2. preparing office reports 
(teachers - 19th, employers - 6th, employees - 18th) 
3. supervi sing full- or part-time employees 
(teachers - 33rd, employers - 16th , employees - 23rd) 
4. using the manual typewriter 
(teachers - 40th, employers - 24th, employees - 28th) 
Education. All three groups indicated that the completion of 
senior high was the very minimum acceptable educational level for entry-
level office workers. Strong support was given by the three groups for 
completing a one- or two-year post-secondary program. 
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Rea sons for selecting entry- level office worker s. Teachers rated 
interest in the specific job, personal appearance, and personality as 
being extremely important reasons for selecting entry-level office 
workers. Employers and employees did not rank any of those listed as 
bei ng extremely important. However, they did feel that most of the 
items listed on the questionnaire were considerably important when con-
sidering entry-level office workers for positions. Marital status was 
rated the lowest by all three groups . 
Even though there was disagreement between the teachers and employers 
on the degree of importance, they did agree that the main reason for 
selecting an entry-level office worker was personality . Employees viewed 
personal appearance as the main reason but also indicated the importance 
of personality by ranking it as the third most important reason for 
selecting entry-level offi ce workers. 
Rea sons for not selecting entry-level office workers. All areas 
listed were rated as being somewhat important to considerably important 
reasons for not hiring entry-level office workers except for the category 
"inability to corranunicate with employers" which was rated as extremely 
important by teachers. For specific details on where there were signifi -
cant differences between the groups refer to Appendix F. 
Inability to communicate with employer was the main reason offered 
by teachers for not hiring entry-level office workers . Little interest 
or poor reason for wanting the job was the most important reason indicated 
by employers and employees for not selecting entry-level office workers. 
All three groups indicated that health record, little or no work experience, 
and low scores on employer tests were not major determinants in making a 
se lection . 
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Importance of reasons for termination of entry-level office workers. 
All three qroups agreed that the areas listed as reasons for termination 
of entry-level office workers were considerably important to extremely 
important. For specific means see Appendix F. 
Teachers, employers, and employees agreed that continuously making 
costly mistakes was the major reason for an entry-level office worker 
being terminated. Two other major reasons for termination were continuously 
arguing with supervisor and not following instructions. 
Importance of personal characteristics. Teachers indicated that 
the following were extremely important personal characteristics for 
entry-l evel office workers to have: (1) acceptance of responsibility, 
(2) attendance, (3) attitude, (4) character and integrity, (5) conscien-
tiousness, (6) dependabilit~ and (7) loyalty. Employers felt that the 
following were extremely important: (1) acceptance of responsibility, 
(2) attendance, (3) attitude, (4) character and integrity, and (5) de-
pendability. Employees included: (1) acceptance of responsibility 
(2) attendance, (3) attitude, (4) conscientiousness, and (5) dependa-
bility . All three groups indicated that the least important of those 
listed was humor; however, it was rated as being somewhat important 
to considerably important. 
When ranking the personal characteristics, teachers and employees 
viewed dependability as the most important . The employers indicated 
attitude and placed dependability as the third most important. The 
area about which the three groups disagreed the most was "character and 
integrity." Employers placed it as the second most important character-
istic while teachers and employees placed it sixth and eighth, respectively . 
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Improvement needed in the preparation of entry-level office workers. 
The scale used for the area improvement needed in the preparation 
of entry-level office workers was: 1 =major improvement needed, 2 
minor improvement needed, 3 = no improvement needed. Teachers felt that 
there was more improvement needed in the preparation of entry-level 
office workers than did employers or employees. The means for all areas 
rated by teachers feel between 1.48. and 1.94; the means for employers 
were between 1.88 and 2. 20 while the employees were 2.06 to 2.27. 
Little agreement existed among the three groups as to the area 
which needed the most improvement in the preparation of entry-level 
office workers . Teachers felt that the ability to follow suggestions 
or instructions was the area most needing improvement. Employers 
indicated concern for productivity, while employees felt the ability 
to write and speak effectively needed the most improvement. 
Importance of extra-curricula r activities. There were differences 
in the percept ions of teachers, emp loyers, and employees regarding the 
importance of extra-curricular activities. Approximately 41 percent of 
the employers and 48 percent of the employees felt they were rel ated to 
job success while· 88 percent of the teachers felt they were. 
Importance of on-the-job training programs. The three groups agreed 
that on-the-job work-experience programs were related to job success. 
Over 95 percent of the teachers indicated that these programs were re-
lated to job success of entry-level office workers, while 83 percent of 
the employers and 86 percent of the employees indicated that they were. 
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Methods used in selection of entry-level office workers. Three 
main methods are used by employers in the selection of entry-level 
office workers. The most frequently used method is the interview. 
Approximately 98 percent of the employers surveyed used the interview. 
In addition, 86 percent of the employers indicated they used application 
forms, and 49 percent use some type of performance/skill test. 
Types of further training received by entry-level office workers 
after being hired. The majority of the employers responding indicated 
that on-the-job training was the only type of additional training 
received by beginning office workers once they were hired for a position 
with their firm. 
Conclusions 
The participants in this study consisted of teachers, employers, 
and employees in the State of Utah. Based upon their responses, the 
following conclusions are made: 
1. There is a di'fference between the frequency of the occupational 
skills bei n9 performed by entry-1 eve 1 offi'ce workers as seen by teachers, 
employers, and employees. Teachers indi·cated a greater frequency for 
the skills than was indi·cated by ei'ther the employers ·or the employees. 
2. There is a difference i'n the perceptions of the teachers, 
employers, and the employees regarding the importance of the occupational 
skills. Again teachers indicated a higher importance for the occupati.onal 
skills than the employers or the employees. 
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3. When ranking the skills, teachers, employers, and employees 
genera lly agree on the ski ll s which are most important and those which 
are least important. Receiving callers, using the telephone, typing 
letters, alphabetic filing , and operating the electric typewriter were 
the skills rated as most important while operating the key-driven cal-
culator , the keypunch machine, and the rotary calculator were those 
skills rated as least important. There was, however, disagreement 
between the three groups concerning the ranking of the rest of the skills . 
Teachers gave more importance to the skills such as shorthand, filing, 
and running duplicating machines, while employers and employees gave 
more emphasis to the sk ills which require some sort of decision making 
such as composing letters, ordering office supplies, arranging confer-
ences, and handling money. 
4. Employers and employees are more in agreement on the importance 
and the frequency of the occupational skills being performed as well as 
on the rankin gs than are teachers and employers or teachers and employees. 
Where significant differences were found, it was general~between the 
teachers and the two other groups. 
5. Teachers, employers, and employees agree that entry-level 
office workers need t o complete high school before securing a job . 
At the same . time, all three groups strongly supported the idea of 
further education of entry-level office workers. 
6. Teachers and employers view persona lity as the main reason 
for selecting an entry-level office worker, whi.le employees believe -per-
sonal appearance is the primary reason. 
7. Teac hers. believe that inability to communica~e with employers 
is the main rea son for not hiring entry-level office workers. Employers 
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and employees indicate little interest or poor reasons for wanting the 
job as the mo~t important reasons. 
8. Teachers, employers, and employees do not agree on which areas 
need most improvement in the preparation of entry-level office workers . 
Teachers view the ability to follow suggestions and instructions, employ-
ers the concern for productivity, and employees the ability to write and 
speak effectively as the areas most in need of improvement. 
9. Teachers, employers, and employees agree that the primary rea-
son for termtnation of entry-level offi ce workers is when an employee 
continuously makes costly mistakes. 
10. The most important personal characteristic desired by employers 
of entry-level office workers is attitude. Teachers and employees, how-
ever, felt that dependability was the most important personal character-
istic of entry-level office workers. 
11. A higher percentage of teachers (88%) view extra-curricular 
activities as being important to job success of entry-level office 
workers than employers (41 %) or employees (48%) . 
12. Teachers, employers, and employees strongly support the idea 
that on-the-job training programs are related to initial job success of 
entry-level office workers. 
13. Interviewing is the most common method used by employers in 
selecting entry-level office workers. This is closely followed by the 
application as a means of evaluation. 
14. On-the-job training i s the means listed by most employers as 
the type of further training done by the company after hiring an entry-
level office worker . 
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Recommendations 
Based upon the conclusions that the respondents of this study were 
representative of teachers, employers, and employees in the State of 
Utah, the following recommendations are made : 
1. It is recommended that teachers in Utah evaluate their programs 
to determine if the frequency and importance that they assign to the 
various occupational skills being taught is comparable to those indicated 
by the employers in this study. As a result of this comparison, teachers 
will be able to make any changes which are necessary to conform to the 
employer preferences. 
2. It is recommended that the state specialist for business and 
office occupations review the study to assist teachers with the currie-
ulum evaluations. 
3. Teachers should inform students that a high school degree is 
preferred for entry-level office work and that post-secondary education 
is strongly encouraged. In addition, teachers should give career guidance 
to assist students in planning their programs for specific jobs or for 
additional schooling. 
4. Teachers should continue to stress the areas that were most 
important as "reasons for selecting entry-level office workers." Those 
areas as indicated by teachers, employers, and employees are: 
a. personality 
b. personal appearance 
c . manner and mannerisms 
d. maturity (other than .chronological age) 
e. interest in t he specific job 
f. ambitions 
5. Since employers ind icated the main reasons for not hiring entry-
level office workers as being little interest or poor reason for wanting 
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the job, it is recommended that teachers help students form career goal s 
so that they will be interested in the jobs for which they are appl ying . 
6. Special attention should be given to the primary reasons why 
employers terminate entry-level office workers. Various means of pre-
senting such ideas to students should be utilized by the teacher to 
stress these reasons. Suggested ways include case studies, simulation, 
and employer discussions with students regarding reasons for term ination. 
7. Teachers should work on programs to improve the areas indicated 
by employers as needing the most improvement in the preparation of entry-
level office workers. Specific attention should be given to developing 
methods of increasing student's concern for productivity, developi ng 
their human relations skills, and for developing student's ability to 
speak and write effectively. 
8. Teachers should work with students to improve personal charac-
teri stic s which employers desire most in entry-level offi ce workers. 
Teachers should emphasize attitude, character and integrity, and depen-
dability as the main areas for personal improvement . 
9. Teac hers and employers should discuss the value of extra-
curricular activities to determine how the effort and money put into 
such programs can be used most effectively . 
10. Since employers believe on-the-job training programs are impor-
tant to the initial success of entry-level office workers , students 
should be encouraged to take part in such programs when available. 
11 . Teachers should prepare students for applying for their initial 
job. This should include filling out appli cation form s as well as 
taking part in simulated interviews. 
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12. It is recommended that the standards indicated by employers 
for shorthand and typing be used as minimum standards and that teachers 
strive for higher achievement by their students. 
Recommendations for Further Studies 
1. It is recommended that similar studies be done periodically to 
keep business education current with business practices. 
2. Further study of extra-curricular activities should be con-
ducted to determine the value of these activities in the business educa-
tion program. 
3. Further study should be conducted to determine the best means 
for teaching the nontechnical skills which were indicated as being 
important by employers. 
4. Shorthand studies should be conducted to determine the value and 
role this course should play in the business education curriculum. 
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W EBER STATE COL LE GE 
190 
3750 HARRISON BL VD ., OGDE N , UTA H 84408 
JOSEPH l . BISHOP, PRESIDENT 
OF THE DEPARTME NT OF 
ADMINISTRATION , BUSINESS EDUCATION -- 150 1 
(v • ' 1.,,, 
' r;< 
{t.. 
Ma rch 15, 1978 
Dear Business Educator: 
l am conduc t i ng a study t o determine perceptions of employ-
ers , employees , and vocational busines s te~chers regarding 
the quali ficat i ons of entry-level office workers. In orde r 
to complete the study, I need your assistance. 1-lould you and 
other members of your department please s end me the names 
and addresses of 10 buSi nesses who employ your students when 
they graduate from your program? If you know the person 
who does the hiring and / or supervising at this business, 
please give me his or her name as well. 
Aro und the first of April, I plan on sending the question-
~rres wh 'r~ will provide information which will be of 
value to business educators in t he state of Utah . Your 
ass i stance in this study is greatly appreciated. 
Sincerely, 
Jack Hoggatt 
Assistant Professor 
191 
WE BER STATE COLLEGE 3750 HARRI SON BL VO., OGDEN, UTAH 84408 
JOSEPH L. BISHOP, PRESIDENT 
OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 
ADMINIST RATION. BUS INESS EDUCATION- 1501 
April 13, 1978 
Dear 
Are the needs of bus i ness and industry in Utah being met by business 
educators in providing training for entry-level office workers? I 
am currently undertaking a research project which will provide the 
ans,,•er to this question. I am hopeful that you will assist me in 
this project by completing the enclosed questionnaire. 
This study will provide business educators in Utah with information 
•·.'hicl: can be used to evaluate their programs. Your input will be 
the basis for this evaluation. 
Please complete and return the questionnaire in the stamped, addressed 
envelope by Monday , April 24. Your cooperation in assisting with this 
study is appreciated. 
enc. 
Sincerely, 
Jack Hoggatt 
Assistant Professor 
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WEBER STATE COLlEGE 3750 HARRI SON BLVD., OGDEN , UTAH 84408 
Jtme 21 , 1978 
Dear Personnel Director : 
Are the needs of business industry in Utah being met by business 
educators in providing training for entry-level office workers? I am 
currently undertaking a research project which will provide the answer 
to this question. I am hopeful that you ~1111 assist me in this project 
by completing the enclosed questionnaires. The employer or personnel 
director should fill out the yellow questionnaire . The blue questionnaires 
should be filled out by two entry-level office workers (office workers 
with one year or less of full-time work experience). 
This study will provide business educators in Utah with information 
which can be used to evaluate their programs. Your input will be the 
basis for this evaluation. With your assistance, business educators 
will be able to provide you with better trained employees in the future. 
Please complete and return the questionnaires in the stamped addressed 
envelope as soon as possible. Your cooperation i n assisting with this 
study is appreciated. 
Sincerely, 
'._ : .. / j 
./ J/. 
-' f' ";{/': (.-'"' / ''· ).! 
.· / 
Jack Hoggatt 
Assistant Professor 
enc. 
QVESTIONMAlllE 
Ddinltlonl for Surv~Y btlngl: 
PrMu~ncr 
1 • D.lily , , , , , , , , Skill perfont'd one or 110re timet dillY by entry-level 
off i t~ 1o1or kt r 
l • W-eekly , , , , Skill pedormcd one or 111ore tlmt-1 ~eth week by entry-
lev~l oftlc<t worke r 
J • Monthly • • , • Skill perCormed one or men thu e1ch 110nth by entry-
level o£flce worke r 
4 • t .. rl y , • • , Skill pe rf ormed one or 1110re tlmu e1th year by entry-
level office worke r 
5 • Kever • , , • , • , •• , , Skill b not perfoned by ent ry-level office worker 
1 • No l !!!portlnt l , , , 
l • Liatited l111port1nt l 
J • Somevh1t Importa nt 
4 • Conaide rably I111poruot 
'!I • t.trt!lllely I~aport1nt • , 
Import anc e 
Tho•• tteml which you tell 1n of no bport•nce to the 
•ntry-level oftic• worltn 
Thole iteml which you hel have IOM value but ~o~ ou1d 
h1ve little effect upon the succn• of entry-lavll 
office wotklrl 
T1\o1 e item• ~o~hi c: h would h1 ve 1ome iapo r i1nc1 and would 
1dd to t he job e(ftc:iency but are no t a'b1olutely 
n~ce1U1ry 
Thou ttems whi ch h1ve 111uch l•porunc:e but cannot b1 
cla•a1fled 11 ab•o\utely nec~•••rY 
Thole iteml that in your opinion 1re 1111n.t i 1l or cruc ial 
to the prope r operation of the job · 
1 . l!ldit l te by 1 circle the f requency /imporunc:e of thole occup1tion1l 1killl 
vh t c:b you 11 111 o!f1ce worker perform. 
Frequency l111por~anc<1 
ORAL CO~ICATlON 
Re ceive c•llerl . 1234 '!I 1234.5 
Use th~ telephone , 1234.5 12 34, 
SHORTH A...'iO AND TRANSCRlPttml 
take di ctation in written . 12 34 '!I 12 34 s 
shorth1nd 
Trt~otc r ibl from 1kor thand oote! 12 )4 '!I 12 )4 .5 
Tunsc r ibe from ditt•tiog !!lac hin e , 12 34 5 12 3 4 5 
TYPE\.'R ITING 
Lette.r•,,,, 12 34' 12 34 5 
C~rbon Par:k.l 12 3 4 5 123& .5 
Repo rt • •• . • 12 )4 5 1 2 3 4 5 
StencU• . . . . . 12 )4 '!I 12 )I, 5 
Flu i d dupl i~ating CIIIIStt!l"S , 12 3 4 5 12 ) 4 5 
Offut duplicatin.ll IUsttrl 12 3' 4 '!I 1 2 34 5 
Minuto!l of 11eet 1nl(l . 12)' 5 12 )4 5 
Finl nC'la1 Stlt t!!lentl 12 )4 5 12 J4 5 
Crnnplet ion of foniiS • 1234 5 12 )4" 
L~t;al dQCUII!t!Otl . . .. 1214. 5 1234 s 
Othe r (lpeclfy) 
12 3 4 5 1 2 ]4 5 
1234 5 12 3115 
i'2 3 4 5 12 34' 
ADMIN ISTRATIV! , SUPERVISORY, ETC, 
Co111po•• lette u • , , , •• . 
Or der office •upplie• . , 
Pub lic rellatlont , , .• , , • 
Fnquenq 
12)4 5 
12] '' 
Arra naa 111ee ti ng1 1nd cont.-renee• 1 2 3 4 5 
H1ndle tuvtl arunsemenu . . • 1 2 J 4 ' 
tb ndle 11oney . • • , • , . • • • 1 2 3 4 5 
Prep•re ofUce reporu , . • • • . 1 2 l 4 5 
Suparvtu f ull or p4rt-tililt ellploye~• 1 2 3 4 ' 
Other ( apeclfy) 
nLL"C 
.Uphabetk IYitlll , 
C.oauphic. •Y•tu . 
Numeric 1y1 ta111 
Subjec t 1y1te• 
Other (•pacify) 
OOPLICA.TINC 
Fluid or 1pirlt •• , • 
Stancil o r cd111eoauph . 
Thenafax ••. 
Offset .•. 
Pho t oc:o pyt na . 
Othe r (lpecl!y) 
CALCUl.ATINC MACHINES 
ten- key addina 
Full-keyboard 1dd lng 
Printing cllcuhtor • 
llot1ry calculator .•. 
Key-drlvtn c•lculato r . 
!lactronlc r.:~lcul1to r . 
Other (specify) 
KI SC!LIJ,NEOUS MACH INES 
ltey punch 
Postage meter. 
Check vrl te r , • , 
Kanull t ypewrite r , 
Ehttric: typewrite r , 
Correcting typewriter , 
1'11111ory ty pew riter • 
. Other (•pec:Uy) 
121 4 '!I 
12 34' 
12 34.5 
12 J 4 5 
12 34 5 
12 34 5 
12 3 4, 
1 2 3 4 .5 
123 4 5 
1234 '!I 
12 3 45 
12 3 " 5 
12 345 
.. 1 2 3 4 5 
.113 4' 
1234 5 
12 3 4 ' 
12 3 4 '!I 
12 )4 5 
12 )4 5 
1234' 
1234 '!I 
12 3 4 5 
12 34' 
12 34 5 
12 34 5 
12 34 5 
12 34 5 
12) 4 5 
12 34 5 
12 34, 
12 ] fo s 
.!.!~!.!!!~!..!. 
12 34 5 
12]' 5 
12 3 4' 
12 ]4 5 
12) 4 5 
12 3 4 s 
1 2 34 s 
12 34 s 
12 ]los 
12 34 '!I 
12 )4 s 
12 31..5 
12)4 5 
12 345 
1234' 
12 34 s 
1234 s 
12 345 
12 ]4 s 
12 34 s 
'· 2 J :. 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
12 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 ~ 
12 34 5 
12 J 4 5 
12) 4 s 
12) 4 5 
12 )4 s 
12):. 5 
12 ) 41 5 
12)' 5 
12 34 5 
12 )4 s 
12 ) 4 s 
12 )4 5 
12 34' 
12 )4' 
12 ]4' 
<.0 
w 
:... 
l. Ind1c;~u by .:a check. the levt'l of education pft'(tJru•d for ent r y•l evel l'lfrlc c 
vorkera. 
co .. p\et ton of junior hl&h aC"honl 
--compl etion of r~~o.• nlor high 11chool 
--COIIIplet ion of polt-lt'COnJllry, 1-)'l":lr cleric4l prO!'fllll 
--coaplctlon of po•t·aecondory, l· yco r ucreurhl proara11 
-.:oe~plet lon of B.S. / B.A. degree 
3. Indicate by a circle the i111port:snce of the follovlng reuona f or aa l•c t ina 
entry-level offi ce worlr.era . 
1 • No tmpOrtllnCO! 
l • Limited Importance 
3•Sulllevhllt Impco rt nnt 
4 • Cunalden.bly Important 
S • Extremely I111po rt.1nt 
Allb itiona • ..• ••••.. • • • • , , 
Charactu· re£erenc:aa 
Did well in inte[View , 
Educationa l background , . • 
Crades -de in achool , • . • 
Baalth r ecord . , .. • 
Hobbtea • , • •. , •••• • 
lnt e nat In the s pecific: job 
Kanner & D'l•nnerisllla , , , , , 
Karitd IUtUI , , , . , , , , 
Maturity (other than chronological) . 
Need for job , •• , .••• , 
Paraonal appearance •• , , , • 
Paraonal hy • • . • , • , , • 
Pravtoua work experience , , , 
l.ecoUII'llenda tion a f r o111 previoua , 
elllploy•ra 
School attendanc e reco rd •• , 
School or civ i c honora and /o r • 
aeh i evementa/invol vemen t 
Sco re s on employer teata 
Training background . 
Othu (apecHy) 
I111portance 
12 l4S 
12 34 5 
12345 
12l4 5 
12l4 s 
12 34 5 
1 234 s 
12l4 5 
123 4 s 
12l4S 
12 34 5 
1234 5 
1 2 34 5 
1 234 5 
1ll4 5 
12 34.5 
1 2 l 4 5 
12 )4 5 
12 )4 s 
1234 s 
12 ) 4 s 
12l4 5 
12l 4 5 
4. I ndicate by 1 ci r cle the i mportance of the following nuonl for not 
ae1ect1ng ell try-leve l oHice worke rs. -
Health recnrd . • , . . , 
hlGiaturi t y (ot he r than chronolodcal age ) 
Inablllty to colll!llunicate with e111ployer 
tnco111pht te and /o r poorly filled out , , 
application form 
" Job hopper" aa evidenced by previou1 , 
er~~p l o)"'llent record 
Lack of j ob- r e\uted >!ducat loll , 
t..clr. of job-re\llted alr.llls . , , 
Littla i11ter•at or poor r ea1ona , 
fo r 111111llnr, the joh 
Li ttl e or no work e"'perlenc e 
Lo11 1core1 on cmpiOY•lC tes t a 
Pe r aonrJ l appe.:1r:rnc~ 
Per1nnallty,,, 
Other (spectty) 
I111porunce 
12 )4 5 
12l4 5 
1 2 14 5 
1 2llo 5 
12 )Its 
1214 5 
12 ] 4 s 
12 ] 4 5 
12llo 5 
12 )los 
12l4 s 
12 )to s 
123 4 ' 
' · tndt ca tc by a c ircle the t•porunca of thf' fo llovtn s reuona f or ur~~~tnatton 
of entry~lcvd ofrtce workcra. 
1 • No lr~portan ee 
2 • Ll•lto:d I•po r taMe 
3 • Somcvhat l111porunt 
4 • Conalde r:abl y h11portant 
l • !xtu~r~dy l111portant 
Ab1cnt••ls11 • , , , , • , . , . . 
Conttnuoua ly araues with auperv1sora 
or employer 
Continuou11ly aakea cos tl y ml s tlllr.es 
Doea not follow 1natruc t1ona 
Doea not s•t along with co·w,Hir.e ra 
Doe a not show i nitiative • 
Lack of Interest i n job .•• 
Lack of -turity •.. . •.•• 
Mot pro.pt enough in ca r r yina . . 
ou t: a .. taned job uaka 
Shows an unvil1ingneu to learn , 
Tardinets ••••.• • • • .•• 
Other (apec ify) 
Inrpor t :a nc • 
123 4 .5 
12 3 4 5 
12l4 5 
1234 s 
123" s 
12 3 4 5 
1234 s 
12 34 s 
12 34 5 
1234 s 
1214 5 
12 34 s 
1234 s 
123 4 5 
6. Indica te by s drcle the 1mportanc~ of the f ollow1ns peuon•l ch.rsc t erlitlc• 
dulred by 1111ployer1 o f entry-level office workers . 
A.cc:evt:nlce of ruponalblltty 
Ag sreeaivene aa , . , , • , 
Att enlltnce , , , , , , . 
Attit ude .••••••• 
Chtractar and ln teJrit y • 
Conactentlousness . 
Dependability, • 
Kumon relations , 
ButDOr, ••. , . 
Initiative .. 
Loyalty . . .•••• 
Pat ienc:a . • • . . • . • • • 
Pleasant peraonal &ppe:.ranca . 
Po iae and IIJOtional arability • 
Poattlva aelt ·lmaga •.. • . • 
Promptneaa in cor~pletlna 1o00rk • 
Other (lpac:lty) 
\ Illlportan ce 
1234 5 
12 )4 s 
1234 5 
12) 4 5 
1214 5 
12 )4 5 
12 )It 5 
12 3 4 s 
12 34 s 
12 34 5 
l2l4 s 
12l4 5 
12l4S 
12l4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
12 J 4 5 
12 34 s 
1 2 34 s 
], tndtc&te by a ci rch the degre e of l11provement needed in the prcp.uation 
,of entry-level o ffl ~.e work"'rs In the follo wing areaa. 
1 • Kaj o r hsprover~ent Needed 
2 • I'Uno r l111prova11ent Headed 
J • ~o lr~provl"nrllf\t l'lt:ed•ll 
Abtllty to follow auagcatlona or lna t ructtona , 
Ability to r ead and aprly printed . . • , • • , 
111ott. r requ ired ror j ob 
Ablllty to "Drlr. under pr l'llau r e , • , , 
Abll tty t o "Drlr. whh other~ .. , ••. 
Ability to lltlt• and ape.1k e!fec t lv•ly 
!ft.ptt>VI! IIICnt 
ll J 
ll J 
1' J 
l') 
l 'J 
\D 
""' 
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W EBER STATE COLLEGE 3750 HA RRI SON B LVD., OG D EN, U TAH 84408 
JOSEPH l. BISHOP, PRESIDENT 
ICE OF THE DEPARTMENT O F 
ICE ADMIN ISTR ATION , BUSINESS EOUCATION- 150 1 
May 2, 1978 
Dear Business Educator: 
A questionnaire was sent to you several weeks ago, and if ~ 
you are like a great many of us, you probably put it aside and 
planned to fill it out later. 
This is just a reminder 
if you would take a few 
enclosed questionnaire . 
venience in answering. 
strict confidence. 
that it would be very much appreciated 
minutes of your time and fill out the 
Another form is enclosed for your con-
Any and all information will be held in 
Thank you in advance for your help and contribution to my 
doctoral work. 
Sincerely, 
9~ -lip;J 
Jack Hoggatt 
eoc. 
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wEBER sTATE c 0 L LEGE 3750 HARRISON BLVD ., OGDEN . UTAH 84408 
JOSEPH l. BISHOP , PRESIDEN T 
IFF ICE OF THE DEPARTMENT OF 
IFF ICE A DMINISTRATION , BUSINESS EDUCAT I ON~ 1501 
Dear f')a '' 
I apologize 
you must be 
one . 
I ' v 
May 15, 1978 
for sending you a third questionnaire, as I realize 
very busy or you would of returned the original 
Because this study is important to business education and because 
total representation from all of Utah is crucial, I felt I must 
write to you again . For the benefit of business education 
students in the state, '~n't you please take a few minutes to 
fill out and return the enclosed questionnaire. 
Thank you in advance for your willingness to assist with this 
study. 
Sincerely 
t/ 
.. • . ~ ~ . 1-_ . - · r , 
/ 
I 
./ , 
Jack Hoggatt 
Assistant Professor 
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Table 121. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
receiving call e r s--frequen cy . 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 430 371.18 
Groups 2 l. 76 0.8782 
Error 428 369.42 0.8631 
F probability 0. 3624 
N = 431; teachers = 68, employers = l3h employees = 226 
Teachers Employers Employees 
Mean 1.21 l .40 1.35 
Table 122. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
using the telephone--frequency. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 425 224.83 
Groups 2 0. 09 0.0454 
Error 423 224.74 0.5313 
F probability = 0.9181 
N = 426; teachers = 68 , employers = 137, employees = 221 
Teachers Emploi:ers Emploi:ees 
Mean 1.16 1.21 1.20 
200 
F 
Ratio 
1.017 
F 
Ratio 
0. 086 
Table 123. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
typi ng--{;omp 1 et i.on of forms--frequency. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 423 871.77 
Groups 2 7.4664 3.7332 
Error 421 864.30 2.0530 
F probabi 1 ity 0.1636 
N = 424; teachers = 69, employers = 135, employees = 220 
Teachers Emi:!lO.J~:ers Emi:!lO.J~:ees 
Mean 1";87 2.1 8 2.25 
Table 124. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
typing legal documents--frequency . 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 413 1020 . 72 
Gr oups 2 13.76 6.8777 
Error 411 1 D06 . 96 2.4500 
F proba bil i ty = 0.0615 
N = 414; teachers = 66, employers = 130, emp 1 oyees = 218 
Teachers Emi:!lO.J~:er s Ew.i:!lO.J~:ees 
Mean 3.32 3.37 3. 72 
201 
F 
Ratio 
1.818 
F 
Ratio 
2.807 
Table 125. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
compostng letters- -frequency . 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 428 958 . 99 
Groups 2 15.28 7.6422 
Error 426 943 . 71 2.2153 
F probability = 0. 0523 
N = 429; teachers = 67, employers = 139, employees = 223 
Teachers Em~lo~ers Em~lo~ees 
Mean 2.45 2.53 2.87 
Table 126. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
handling money--frequency . 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 431 1249 .67 
Groups 2 11 .42 5.7082 
Error 429 1238.2502 2.8864 
F probability= 0.1397 
N = 432; teachers = 67, empl ayers = 139, employees = 226 
Teachers Em~lo~ers Em~lo~ee s 
Mean 2.13 2.43 2.60 
202 
F 
Ratio 
2.972 
F 
Ratio 
1. 978 
Tab l e 127. One-way anal ys is of variance for the category 
numeri c filing- ~frequency . 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 402 1255.71 
Groups 2 15.52 7 .7587 
Error 400 124Q.lg 3.1005 
F probability 0.0832 
N = 403; teachers = 65, employers = 123, employees = 215 
Teachers Em~l o:yers Em~lo_yee s 
Mean 2.06 2.38 2.60 
Table 128. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
photocopying--frequency. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 416 828 .81 
Groups 2 7. 24 3.62 
Error 414 821 . 57 1.98 
F proba bi 1 ity = 0. 1625 
N = 417; teachers = 67 , employers = 131. employees = 219 
Teachers Em~lo_yers Ew.~ lo_yees 
Mean 1.48 1.86 1. 81 
203 
F 
Ratio 
2. 502 
F 
Ratio 
1.825 
Tabl e 129. One -way analysis of variance for the category 
electri c typewrite r--frequency. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 415 892.76 
Groups 2 2.06 1.03 
Error 413 890.70 2.16 
F proba bi 1 ity = 0.6208 
N = 416; teachers = 63, employers = 130, employees = 223 
Teachers Em~lo_yers Em~lo_yees 
Mean 1.63 1.77 1.85 
Ta ble 130. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
receiving callers--importance. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 426 418.32 
Groups 2 1. 57 0.79 
Error 424 4.6.75 0.98 
F proba bi 1 ity = 0.4505 
N 427; teachers = 67, employers = 138, employees = 222 
Teacher s Em~ lo_yers Em~lO.):'ees 
Mean 4.54 4.36 4.38 
204 
F 
Ratio 
0.477 
F 
Ratio 
0. 799 
Table 131. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
using the telephone- -importa nce. 
Source of Degree s Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 421 310.89 
Groups 2 0 .86 0. 43 
Error 419 310.04 0.74 
F probability 0.5610 
N = 422; teachers = 67 , employers = 135' employees = 220 
Teachers Em~lo~ers Em~lo~ees 
Mean 4.63 4.49 4.54 
Tab 1 e 132. One-way analysis of variance fo r the category 
typing reports--importance. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variat i on of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 406 830.65 
Group s 2 5.96 2.98 
Error 404 824.70 2.04 
F probability= 0.2337 
N = 407; teachers = 67 , emp 1 ayers = 128 , employees = 212 
Teachers Em~lo~ers Em~lo~ees 
Mean 4.03 3.79 3.69 
205 
F 
Ratio 
0.579 
F 
Ratio 
1. 459 
Table 133. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
typing--completion of forms--importance. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 405 733.46 
Groups 2 4.36 2.18 
Error 403 729.10 H81 
F probabi 1 i ty 0. 3011 
N = 406; teachers = 68, employers = 126, employees = 212 
Teachers EmfllO.):'ers EmfllOtees 
Mean 4.15 3.83 3.93 
Table 134. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
typi ng--legal documents--importance. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 386 1093.96 
Groups 2 2.32 1.16 
Error 384 1091 . 64 2.84 
F probability = 0. 6648 
N = 387; teachers = 67, employers = 117, emp 1 oyees = 203 
Teachers EmfllOters E~fllO,Yees 
Mean 3.18 2.97 2.98 
206 
F 
Ratio 
1. 204 
F 
Ratio 
0.409 
Tab le 135 . One-way analysis of var i ance fo r the category 
compos i ng letters --importance. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variat i on of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 407 767.64 
Groups 2 10 . 12 5.06 
Error 405 757 . 52 1.87 
F probabi 1 ity = 0.0681 
N = 408; teachers = 69, employers = 128, emp 1 oyees = 211 
Teachers Em~lo1ers Em~lotees 
Mean 3.96 3; 67 3.55 
Table 136. One-way analys i s of va r iance for the category 
handling money- - importance . 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom · Squares Squares 
Total 401 950 . 95 
Groups 2 4.16 2. 08 
Error 399 946 . 79 2.38 
F probability= 0. 4174 
N = 40~ teachers = 68 , employers = 126. employees = 207 
Teachers Em~loters El!'~lotee s 
Mean 3.97 3 . 79 3.69 
207 
F 
Ratio 
2.705 
F 
Ratio 
0. 876 
Table 137. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
numeric filing--importance . 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 373 899.84 
Groups 2 6.96 3.48 
Error 371 892.88 2.41 
F probability = 0.2372 
N = 374; teachers = 64, employers = 111, employees = 199 
Teachers Em~loters Em~lotees 
Mean 3.84 3.43 3.61 
Table 138. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
full-keyboard adding machine. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 353 873.12 
Groups 2 4. 72 2.36 
Error 351 868.40 2.47 
F pro ba b i l i ty = 0.3859 
N = 354; teachers = 64, employers = 108, employees = 182 
Teachers Em~loters Em~lotees 
Mean 2.50 2.19 2.20 
208 
F 
Ratio 
1.444 
F 
Ratio 
0.955 
Table 13~ One-way analysis of va riance for the category 
manual typewriter-- importance . 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 371 1020 . 61 
Groups 2 9.52 4.76 
Error 369 1011.09 2.74 
F probabi 1 ity 0,1775 
N = 372; teachers = 65 , employers = 112. employees = 195 
Teachers Em~lo~ers Em~lo~ees 
Mean 2.82 2.6l 2.39 
Table 140. One-way analysi s of variance for the category 
electri.c typewriter--importance. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 403 673.59 
Groups 2 4.81 2. 40 
Error 401 668.78 1.67 
F probability= 0.2379 
N = 404; teachers = 65, employers = 125, employees = 214 
Teachers Em~loyers Em~loyee s 
Mean 4.40 4.11 4.32 
209 
F 
Ratio 
1. 737 
F 
Ratio 
1.441 
Table 141. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
character references. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 431 456. 11 
Groups 2 1.83 0.91 
Error 429 '~4 : 28 1.06 
F probability = 0.4230 
N = 432; teachers = 69, employers= 140, employees = 223 
Teachers Em~loters Em~lotees 
Mean 3. 91 3. 71 3.78 
Table 142. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
did well in interview. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 429 330.81 
Groups 2 3. 77 1.89 
Error 427 327.04 0.77 
F probability 0.0864 
N = 430; teachers = 68 ! employers = 139, employees = 223 
Teachers Em~loters Err.~lotees 
Mean 4.19 3. 96 3.92 
210 
F 
Ratio 
--
0.862 
F 
Ratio 
2.463 
Table 143. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
educational background. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 429 307.04 
Groups 2 3.29 1.64 
Error 427 303.75 0. 71 
F probability = 0. 1004 
N = 430; teachers ~·;.68, employers = 140. employees = 222 
Teachers Em~lo~ers Em~lo~ees 
Mean 4.12 3.85 3.93 
Table 144- One-way analysis of variance for the category 
grades made in school . 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 430 399.19 
Groups 2 4.87 2.43 
Error 428 394 . 32 0.92 
F probability = 0.0723 
N = 431 ; teachers = 69, employers = 140, employees = 222 
Teachers Em~l o~ers Em~lo~ees 
Mean 3.64 3.33 3.50 
211 
F 
Ratio 
2. 311 
F 
Ratio 
2.643 
Table 145. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
health record. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 429 425.17 
Groups 2 5.44 2. 72 
Error 427 419.73 
F probability 0.0639 
N = 430; teachers = 69, employers = 140, employees = 221 
Teachers EmQlOJ~ers EmQlo_yees 
Mean 3.78 3.46 3.49 
Table 146. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
m~nner and mannerisms. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 429 346.60 
' 
Groups 2 0.13 0.068 
Error 427 346.47 
F probability= 0.9194 
N = 430; teachers = 69, employers = 138, employees = 223 
Teachers EmQlo_yers Err.[llo_yees 
Mean 4.14 4.15 4.19 
212 
F 
Ratio 
2.77 
F 
Ratio 
0.084 
Table 147. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
maturity. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 426 354.2.5 
Groups 2 4.43 2. 22 
Error 424 349.82 0.83 
F probability 0.0693 
N = 427; teachers = 69, employers = 137, employees = 221 
Teachers Em~lO.)o'ers Em~lo.)o'ees 
Mean 4.29 4.13 4.01 
Table 148. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
need for job. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 429 563.82 
Groups 2 7.52 3.76 
Error 427 556.30 1.30 
F probability 0. 0570 
N = 430; teachers = 69~ emp 1 oyers =139 • employees = 222 
Teachers Em~lo.)o'ers Err.~lo.l"ees 
Mean 3.07 2. 91 3.20 
213 
F 
Ratio 
2.687 
F 
Ratio 
2.885 
Tab 1 e 149. One-11ay analys is of variance for the category 
previous work experience. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 427 400 . 90 
Groups 2 3.15 1.57 
Error 425 397.75 0.94 
F probability 0.1871 
N = 428; teachers = 69, employers = 136, employees = 223 
Teachers Em~loters Em~lotees 
Mean 3.55 3.64 3.77 
Tabl e 150. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
recommendations from previous employers. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 425 446.99 
Groups 2 3.84 1.92 
Error 423 443.15 
F probability 0.1613 
N = 426; teachers = 69, employers = 136 , employees = 221 
Teachers Em~loters Em~lotees 
Mean 4. 00 3. 72 3.76 
214 
F 
Ratio 
1.683 
F 
Ratio 
1.832 
Table 151. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
health record. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 416 453.06 
Groups 2 2.51 1.25 
Error 414 450.56 1.09 
F probabi 1 ity 0.3169 
N = 417; teachers = 66. employers = 135' emp 1 oyees = 216 
Teachers Em~l o~ers Em~lo~ees 
Mean 3.56 3.38 3.34 
Table 152. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
inability to communicate with employer. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 415 245.76 
Groups 2 2.29 1.14 
Error 413 243.47 
F probability 0.1447 
N = 416; teachers = 67 , employers = 137 , employees = 212 
Teachers Em~lo.)'ers Em[JlO.)'ees 
Mean 4.54 4.43 4.33 
215 
F 
Ratio 
1.152 
F 
Ratio 
1. 942 
216 
Table 153. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
incomplete and('or poorl y filled out application form. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean F 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares Ratio 
Total 417 374.17 
Groups 2 5.28 2.64 2. 972 
Error 41 5 368.89 0.89 
F probability = 0.0523 
N = 418; teachers = 68, employers = 136, employees = 214 
Teachers Em~lo~ers Em~lo~ees 
Mean 4.15 3.90 3.83 
Table 154. One-way analysi s of variance for the category 
"job hopper" as evi'denced by prevfous employment record. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean F 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares Ratio 
Total 41 8 346.21 
Groups 2 0.57 0. 28 0.341 
Error 416 345.64 0. 83 
F probability = 0. 711 3 
N = 419; teachers = 68 , employers = 136, employees = 215 
Teachers Em2lo~ers E!!!~lo~ees 
Mean 4 . 24 4.13 4.19 
Table 155. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
little interest or poor reason for wanting the job. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 423 297.62 
Groups 2 1.60 0.80 . 
Error 421 296.02 0.70 
F probabi 1 i ty 0.3214 
N = 424; teachers = 68, emp 1 oyers = 138, employees = 218 
Teachers Em~lo~ers Em~lo~ees 
Mean 4. 28 4.46 4.36 
Table 156. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
1 ow scores. on emp 1 oyer test. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 404 472.11 
Groups 2 4.83 2.41 
Error 402 467 .28 1.16 
F probability = 0.1266 
N = 405; teachers = 67, employers = 123, employees = 215 
Teachers Em~lo~ers Err~lo~ees 
Mean 3.69 3.37 3.42 
217 
F 
Ratio 
1.138 
F 
Ratio 
2.077 
Ta ble 157. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
personal appearance. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 415 303.96 
Groups 2 2.47 1.24 
Error 413 301.49 0. 73 
F probability 0.1854 
N = 416; teachers = 67 , employers = 133, employees = 216 
Teachers Em~lo~ers Em~lo,lees 
Mean 4 . 39 4 . 17 4.19 
Table 158. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
personality. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 412 290 . 39 
Groups 2 3.55 1.77 
Error 410 286.84 0. 70 
F probability = 0.0804 
N = 413; teachers = 67 , employers = 132, employees = 214 
Teachers Em~lO,lers Em~lO,lees 
Mean 4.42 4.22 4 . 15 
218 
F 
Ratio 
1.692 
F 
Ratio 
2.536 
Table 159. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
continuou sly argu es with supervisors . 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 424 195 .88 
Groups 2 1.78 0.89 
Error 422 194.10 0.46 
F probability = 0. 1458 
N = 425; teachers = 68, employers· = 137' emp 1 oyees = 220 
Teachers Em~loi:ers Em~loi:ees 
Mean 4.65 4.45 4.54 
Table 160 . One-way analysi s of variance for the category 
continuously ma kes costly mistakes. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 428 177 .04 
Groups 2 0.32 0. 16 
Error 426 176.72 0.41 
F probability= 0.6808 
N = 429; teachers = 68 , employers= 139, employees = 222 
Teachers Em~loi:ers Em~lo.)::ees 
Mean 4.66 4. 59 4.59 
219 
F 
Ratio 
1. 934 
F 
Ratio 
0. 385 
Table 161 . One-way analysis of variance for the category 
does not follow instruction. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 427 192.54 
Groups 2 1. 93 D. 97 
Error 425 190.61 0.45 
F probability= D.ll72 
N = 428; teachers = 68, employers = 139, employees = 221 
Teachers Em~loJ:ers Em~loJ:ees 
Mean 4.62 4.46 4.43 
Table 162. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
does not get along with co-workers. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 427 285.51 
Groups 2 3.44 1.72 
Error 425 282.07 0. 66 
F probability = 0.076 
N = 428; teachers = 67, employers = 139, employees = 222 
Teachers Em~loJ:er s Em~loJ:ees 
Mean 4. 39 4.21 4.13 
220 
F 
Ratio 
2.155 
F 
Ratio 
2.593 
Table 163. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
does not show initiative. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 4 28 316 . 17 
Groups 2 1.62 0.81 
Error 426 314.55 0.74 
F probability 0.3354 
N = 429; teachers = 68, employers = 139, emp 1 oyees = 222 
Teachers Em~lo~ers Em~lo~ees 
Mean 4.04 3.99 4. 12 
Table 164. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
lack of interest in job. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 427 301 .05 
Groups 2 1. 78 0.89 
Error 425 299 . 27 0.70 
F probability = 0.2833 
N = 428; teachers = 68, employers= 139, emp 1 oyees = 221 
Teachers Em~lo~ers Em~lo~ees 
Mean 4. 07 4. 15 4.24 
221 
F 
Ratio 
1.095 
F 
Ratio 
1.265 
Table 165 . One-way analysis of variance for the category 
lack of maturity. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 426 328.94 
Groups 2 0. 57 0. 29 
Error 424 328.37 0. 77 
F probabi 1 ity 0. 6g01 
N = 427; teachers = 68, employers = 138, employees = 221 
· reachers Em~lo~ers Em~lo~ees 
Mean 4.00 3.96 4.05 
Table 166. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
not prompt enough in carrying out assigned job task. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 426 269.06 
Groups 2 2.99 1.50 
Error 424 266.07 0.63 
F probability= 0.0933 
N = 427; teachers = 68, employers = 138, employees = 221 
Teachers Emelo~ers Err.elo~ees 
Mean 4.07 3.99 4.17 
222 
F 
Ratio 
0. 371 
F 
Ratio 
2.385 
Table 167 One-way analysi s of variance for the category 
shows an unwillingness to learn. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 427 233.80 
Groups 2 0.08 0. 04 
Error 425 233.72 0.55 
F probability 0.9272 
N = 428; teachers = 68, employers = 138, emp 1 oyees = 222 
Teachers Em(!lO~ers Em(!lo~ees 
Mean 4.44 4.39 4.41 
Table 168· One-way analysis of variance for the category 
acceptance of responsibility. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 430 120 .34 
Groups 2 0.98 0.49 
Error 428 119.36 0.28 
F probabi 1 ity = 0.1724 
N = 431; teachers = 69, employers = 140, employees = 222 
Teachers Em(!lo~ers Em~lo~ees 
Mean 4.56 4.64 4.67 
223 
F 
Ratio 
0. 076 
F 
Ratio 
1.765 
Table 169. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
aggressiveness. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 430 335.03 
Groups 2 0.05 0.03 
Error 428 334.97 0.78 
F probability = 0.9682 
N = 431; teachers = 69 , employers = 140 , employees = 222 
Teachers Emelo~ers Emelo~ees 
Mean 3.71 3. 71 3.73 
Table 17U One-way analysis of variance for the category 
conscientiousness. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 430 151.19 
Groups 2 0.85 0.43 
Error 428 150.34 0.35 
F probability 0.299 
N = 431; teachers = 69, employers = 140, emp 1 oyees = 222 
Teachers Emelo_yers Emelo_yees 
Mean 4. 64 4. 51 4.52 
224 
F 
Ratio 
0.032 
F 
Ratio 
1.212 
Table 171. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
human relations . 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 429 251.80 
Groups 2 3.31 1.65 
Error 427 248.50 0.58 
F probability = 0.058 
N = 430; teachers = 69. employers= 140, emp 1 oyees = 221 
Teachers Em~lo,Yers Em~lo_yees 
Mean 4.43 4.18 4.21 
Table 172. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
initiative. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 430 220.79 
Groups 2 1.12 0.56 
Error 428 219 . 67 0.51 
F probability = 0. 338 
N = 431; teachers = 69 , employers= 140, employees = 222 
Teachers Em~lo_yers Em~lo_yees 
Mean 4.35 4. 23 4.33 
225 
F 
Ratio 
2.842 
F 
Ratio 
l .089 
Table 173. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
loyalty . 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 430 220.29 
Groups 2 2 . 43 1.22 
Error 428 217.86 0.51 
F probabi 1 ity = 0.091 
N = 431; teachers = 69, employers = 140, emp 1 oyees = 222 
Teachers Em21o~ers Em2lol:ees 
Mean 4.54 4.31 4.39 
Table 174. One-way analysis of variance for the category 
pleasant personal appearance . 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 429 222 . 35 
Groups 2 2.26 1.13 
Error 427 220.08 0.52 
F probabi 1 ity = 0. 110 
N = 430; teachers = ·69 , employers = 139 , employees = 222 
Teachers Em[!lo~ers Em[!l'Ol:ees 
Mean 4.38 4.17 4 .28 
226 
F 
Ratio 
2.392 
F 
Ratio 
2.197 
Table 175. One-way ana lysis of var iance for the category 
poise and emotional stability . 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Varia tion of Freedom Squares Squares 
Tota l 428 240.84 
Groups 2 2. 54 1.27 
Error 426 238.30 0.56 
F probability = 0. 102 
N 429 ; t eachers = 69, employers = 138, employees = 222 
Teache rs EmE l Ol:ers EmE lOl:ees 
Mean 4.39 4.20 4.18 
Table 176 . One-way analysis of variance for the cate9ory 
positive self-image . 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Var iation of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 429 237.04 
Groups 2 0 . 71 0.35 
Error 427 236.34 0.55 
F probabi lity = 0.534 
N 430 ; teachers = 69 , employers= 139 , employees = 222 
Teachers EmEl eyers Er.E loyees 
------
Me an 4. 16 4.04 4.05 
227 
F 
Ratio 
2.269 
F 
Ratio 
0. 637 
Tab l e 177 . On e-way analysi s of variance for the category 
promptness in completing work. 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean 
Va r ia tion of Freedom Squares Squares 
Total 425 168,16 
Groups 2 1.51 0,76 
Error 423 166.65 0.39 
F probabi 1 i ty = 0.145 
N = 426; teachers = 69, emp 1 oyers = 139 , employees = 218 
Teachers EmElo~ers EmElo~ees 
Mean 4.45 4.40 4.53 
228 
F 
Ratio 
1. 926 
Tab l e 178· One-way analysis of variance. for the category in operating 
materials, equipment and machines associated with job, 
Source of Degrees Sum of Mean F 
Variation of Freedom Squares Squares Ratio 
Total 404 178 .78 
Groups 2 2,56 1.28 2.914 
Error 402 176.22 0.44 
F probability 0.054 
N = 405; teachers = 68 , employers = 127 , employees = 210 
Teachers EmElO~ers Er>Elo~ees 
Mea n l. 94 2.13 2.17 
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SUMMARY OF ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE TESTS 
No significant differences. There were no differences between 
teachers, employers, and employees with regard to frequency of the 
following occupational skills. (1 = Daily, 5 = Never) 
1. receiving callers 
(teachers= 1.20, employees 1.35, employers 1.40) 
2. using the telephone 
(teachers= 1.16, employees 1 .20, employers 1.20) 
3. typing of forms 
(teachers ·= 1 . 87, employers 2.18, employees 2.25) 
4. typing legal documents 
(teachers = 3.32, employers 3.37. employees 3.72) 
5. composing letters 
(teachers = 2.45, emp loyers 2.53, employees = 2 .87) 
6. handling money 
(teachers = 2.13, employers 2.43, employees 2.60) 
7. numeric filing 
(teachers 2:06, employers = 2.38, employees 2.61) 
8. photocopying 
(teachers = 1.48, employees ·= 1.81, employers 1. 87) 
9. using the electric typewri'ter 
(teachers= 1.64, employees= 1.77, employers= 1.85) 
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There were no differences between teachers, employers, and employees 
with regard to importance of the following occupational sk ill s. 
(1 = no importance, 5 = extremel y important) 
1. receiving callers 
(teachers = 4.54, emp loyees 4.38, employers 4.36) 
2. using the telephone 
(teachers = 4. 63, employees 4.54, employers 4.49) 
231 
3. typing reports 
(teachers ; 4.03, employers 3.79, employees· 3.69) 
4. typin~ of forms 
(teachers; 4.15, employees 3.93, employers 3.83) 
5. typing of legal documents 
(teachers; 3. 18, employees 2.98, employers 2.97) 
6. composing letters 
(teachers; 3.99, employers 3.67, employees 3.55) 
7. handling money 
(teachers; 3. 97, employers 3.79, employees 3.69) 
8. numeric filing 
(teachers; 3.84, employees 3.61, 3mployers 3.43) 
9. full-keyboard adding machine 
(teachers · ; 2.50, employees 2.20, employers 2.19) 
10. manual typewriter 
(teachers; 2.82, employers 2.61, employees 2.40) 
11. electric typewriter 
(teachers; 4.40 , employees 4.32, employers 4. ll) 
There were no differences between teachers, employers, and employees 
with regard to the importance of the following reasons for se lecting entry-
l evel office workers. (l ; no importance, 5 ; extremely important) 
1. character references 
(teachers; 3.91, eMployees 3.78, employers 3. 71) 
2. did well in interview 
(teachers; 4.19, employers 3.96, employees 3.92) 
3. educational background 
(teachers; 4. 12, employees 3.93, employers 3.85) 
4. grades made in schoo l 
(teachers ; 3.64, employees 3.50, employers 3.33) 
5. health record 
(teachers ; 3.78, employees ; 3.49, employers 4.46) 
6. manner and mannerisms 
(emp,loyers; ; 4.19, rrempJ.o,yees; 4. ]5,, ;teache>rs 4 .1 5) 
7. maturity 
(teachers 4.29, employers 4.13, employees 4. 01) 
8. need for job 
(employees= 3.20, teachers 3.07, employers 
9. previous work experience 
(teachers = 3.77, employers= 3.64, employees 
10. recommendations from previous employers 
(teachers = 4.00, employees = 3.76, employers 
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2.91) 
3.55) 
3. 72) 
There were no differences between teachers, employers , and employees 
with regard to the importance of the following reasons for not selecting 
entry-level office workers: 
l. health record 
(teachers 3. 56 , employers = 3.38, employees 3. 34) 
2. inability to communicate wi t h employer 
(teachers = 4.54, employers = 4.43, employees = 4.33) 
3. incomplete and/or poorly filled out application from 
(teachers= 4.15, employers= 3.90, employees= 3.83) 
4. "job hopper" as evidenced by previous employment record 
(teachers = 4. 24, employees= 4.20, employers= 4.13) 
5. littl e interest or poor reason for wanting the job 
(employers = 4.46, emp loyees = 4.36, teachers 4.28) 
6. low scores on employer test 
(teachers= 3.69, employees 3.42, employers 3.37) 
7. persona l appearance 
(teachers 4.39, employees 4. 19, employers 4.17) 
8. personality 
(teachers= 4.42, employers= 4.22, employees= 4.15) 
There were no differences between teachers, employers, and employees 
with regard to the importance of the fo llowing reasons for termination of 
entry-leve l office workers. (l =no importance, 5 =extremely important) 
l . continuous ly argues with supervi sors 
( teachers.__ = 4.65, emp l oyees= 4.54, employers 4.45 ) 
2. continuously make s ~os tly mi stakes 
(teachers = 4. 66, empJ oyers 4. 59 , employees 4. 59) 
3. doe s not follow instru ctions 
(teachers = 4.62, emp l oyers 4. 46, employees 4.43) 
4. does not get along with co-workers 
(teachers= 4.39 , employers 4.21, employees 4.13) 
5. does not show initiative 
(employees= 4.12, teachers 4.04, employers 3.99) 
6. lack of interest in job 
(employees= 4.25, employers= 4.15, teachers 4.07) 
7. lack of maturity 
(employees = 4.04, teachers = 4.00, employers = 3.96) 
8. not prompt enough in carrying out assigned job task 
(employees= 4.17, teachers= 4.07, employers= 3.99) 
9. shows an unwi 11 i ngness to learn 
(teachers = 4.44, employees =-14.41, employers 4.40) 
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There were no differences between teachers, employers, .and employees 
with regard to the importance of the following personal characteristics 
desired by emp 1 oyers of entry-1 eve 1 office workers. ( l = no importance, 
5 = extremely important) 
l. acceptance of responsibility 
(employees= 4.67, teachers 4.64, employers 4.56) 
2. aggressiveness 
(employees= 3.73, teachers= 3.71, employers 3.71) 
3. conscientiousness 
(teachers = 4.64, employees 4.52, employers 4.45) 
4. human relations 
(teachers 4.44, employees 4.21, employers= 4. 12) 
5. initiative 
(teachers 4.35, employees 4.33, employers 4.23) 
6. loyalty 
(teachers = 4.54, employees 4.39, employers 4.31) 
7. pleasant personal appearance 
(teachers= 4.38, employees 4.28, employers 4.17) 
8. poise and emotional stability 
(teachers = 4.40, employe rs 4.20, employees = 4. 16) 
9. positive self-image 
(teachers= 4.16, employees 4.05, employers 4.04) 
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10 promptness in completing work 
(employees = 4.53, teachers = 4.45, employers= 4. 40) 
There was no difference between teachers, employers, and employees 
with regard to the degree of improvement needed in the preparation of 
entry- level office workers in the following area. (l =major improvement, 
3 = no improvement) 
l. operating materials, equipment and machines associated with job 
(teachers= 1.94, employees= 2.13, employers= 2.17) 
Significant differences between teachers, employers, and employees. 
There were differences between teachers, employers, and employees with 
regard to frequency of the following occupational skills. (1 = daily, 
5 = never) 
l. transcribing from dictating machine 
(teachers= 1.89, employers 3.76, employees = 4.23) 
2. typing minutes of meetings 
(teachers = 2.99, employers 3 .70, employees 4.06) 
3. handlin~ travel arrangements 
(teachers = 3.22, employers = 3.96, employees 4.40) 
4. using electronic calculator . 
(teachers = 1.40, employers = .2.31, employees = 3.36) 
There were differences between teachers, employers, and employees 
with regard to importance of the following occupational skills (1 = no 
importance, 5 = extremely important) 
1. preparing office reports 
(teachers = 3. 87, employers 3. 85, employees 3. 37) 
2. using electronic calculator 
(teachers = 4. 42, employers 3.58, employees 2.94) 
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Differences between teachers-employers and teachers-employees. There 
t~re differences between teachers-employers and teachers=employees with 
regard to frequency of the following occupational skills. (1 = daily, 
5 = never) 
1. taking dictation in written shorthand 
(teachers= 1.93 , employers= 3.55, employees 3.72) 
2. transcribing from shorthand notes 
(teachers 1 . 93. · emo 1 oyers 3. 65, employees 3. 72) 
3. typing letters 
(teachers= 1.28, employers 1.80, employees 1.84) 
4. typing carbon packs 
(teachers= 1.74. emolovees 3.13. emolovers 3.25) 
5. typing stencils 
(teachers ~ 2 79. emnlover~ = 4.30. emnlovee~ 4.43) 
6. tvping fluid duolicating masters 
(teachers = 2.39, employees = 4.43, employers 4.43) 
7. typing offset duplicating masters 
(teachers= 3.27, employers= 4.50, employees 4.55) 
8. typing financial statements 
(teachers = 3.23, employers 3.82, employees 3.82) 
9. geographic filing 
(teachers = 2.48, employers 4.40, employees 4.50) 
10. subject filing 
(teachers= 2.05, employers 2.97, employees 3.11) 
11 . spirit duplicating 
(teachers= 2.13, employers 4.23, employees 4.45) 
12. stencil duplicating 
(teachers = 2.55, employees 4.36, employers 4.45) 
13. thermafax machine 
(teachers = 2.00, employers 4.50, employees 4.62) 
14. offset machine 
(teachers = 3.09, employees 4.55, employers 4.58) 
15. ten-key adding machine 
(teachers= 1.57, employees 1.61, employers 2.44) 
16. full-key adding machine 
(teachers= 3.38, employers 4.02, employees 4.17) 
236 
17 . printing calculator 
(teachers = l .99, employers 3.26, employees 3.58) 
18. rotary calculator 
(teachers = 3.89, employees 4.68, employers 4.75) 
19 . key driven calculator 
(teachers= 3.81, employers 4.64, employees = 4.65) 
20. keypunch machine 
(teachers= 3.11, employers 4. 57. employees 4.66) 
21. postage machine 
(teachers 1.86, employers 3.46, employees 3.59) 
22. check writer 
(teachers = 2.59, employers 3.77. employees 3.98) 
23. correcting typewriter 
(teachers= 1.47, employers = 3.48, employees 3.85) 
24. memory typewriter 
(teachers = 2.55, employers 4.48, employees 4.74) 
There were differences between teachers-employers and teachers-employees 
with regard to importance of the following occupational skills. (l = no 
importance, 5 = extremely important) 
l. taking dictation in written shorthand (teachers = 3.89, employees = 2.62, employers 2.37) 
2. transcribing from shorthand notes (teachers = 3.93, employees = 2.63, employers 2.44) 
3. transcribing from dictating machine (teachers 3. 99, employers 2.45, emrloyees 2.29) 
4. typing letters 
(teacher s = 4.73, employees 4.30, employers 4. 17) 
5. typing carbon packs 
(teachers = 3.93, employees 3.04. employers 2.68) 
6. typing stencils 
(teachers= 3.18, employees = 2.06, employers l. 91) 
7. typing fluid duplicating masters 
(teachers = 3. 68, employees = 1.89, emp l oyers l. 70) 
8. typing offset duplicating masters 
(teachers= 3.10, employees= 1.89, employers l. 70) 
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9. typinq minutes of meetings 
(teachers= 3.77, employees = 2.65, employers 2.61) 
10. arranging meetings and conferences 
(teachers = 3.78, employers 3. 12, employees 2.90) 
11. handling trave 1 arrangements 
(teachers = 3.39, employers 2.61, employees 2.30) 
12. geographic filing 
(teachers= 3.57, employers 1. 94, employees 1. 93) 
13 . subject filing 
(teachers = 3.91, employers 3.11, employees 3.07) 
14 . fluid or spirit duplicating 
(teachers = 3.85, employees = 1. 96, employers 1. 95) 
15 . stencil or mimeograph duplicating 
(teachers= 3.35, employees= 1.98, employers 1. 76) 
16 . thermafa x 
(teachers 3. 71, employees 1. 69, employers 1.60) 
17. offset machine 
(teachers 3.05, employees 1.86, employers 1. 62) 
18 . photocopying machine 
(teachers = 4.29, employees 3.80, employers 3.61) 
19. ten-key adding machine 
(teachers = 4.25, employees 3. 52, employers 3.45) 
20. printing calculator 
(teachers = 3.83, employers 2.87, employees 2. 71) 
21. rotary ca 1 cu 1 a to1· 
(teachers= 2.10, employees 1. 72, employers 1.49) 
22. key-driven calculator 
(teachers = 2. 10, employees 1. 73, employers 1. 56) 
23. keypunch machine 
(teachers = 2.81, employees 1. 73, employers 1. 56) 
24. postage meter 
(teachers 3.53, employees 2.56, employers 2.48) 
25. check writer 
(teachers = 3. 27, empl oyers 2.43, employees 2.37) 
26. correcting typewriter 
(teachers = 4.35, employers 2.81, employees 2.76) 
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27. memory typewriter 
(teachers= 3.66, employees= 1.91, employers= 1.79) 
There were differences between teachers-employes and teachers-
employees with regard to the importance of the following reasons for 
selecting entry-level office workers. (1 =no importance, 5 =extremely 
important) 
1. marital status 
(teachers= 2.41, employees= 1 .83, employers= 1.68) 
2. school attendance record 
(teachers= 4.04, employees= 3. 17, employers= 2. 94) 
3. school or civic honors and/or achievements 
(teachers = 3.42, employers = 2.69, employees = 2.52) 
4. training background 
(teachers = 4.25, employers = 3.76, employees = 3.64) 
There was ' a difference between teachers-emp 1 oyers and teachers-
employees with regard to the importance of the fo l lowing reason for not 
selecting entry-level office workers. (1 =no importance, 5 =extremely 
important) 
1. lack of job-related skills 
(teachers= 4.40, employees= 3. 95, employers =·3.94) 
There were differences between teachers-employers and teachers-
employees with regard to the importance of the following reason for 
termination of entry- l evel office workers. (1 =no importance, 5 = 
extremely important) 
1. tardiness 
(teachers= 4.30, employees= 3.95, emp l oyers= 3.89) 
There were differences between teachers-employers and teachers-
employees with regard to the importance of the following personal 
characteristics desired by employers of entry- l evel office workers. 
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(1 no importance, 5 = extremely important) 
1. attendance 
(teachers= 4.77, employees= 4.54, employers= 4.51) 
There were differences between teachers-employers and teachers-
employees with regard to the degree of improvement needed in the prepar-
ation of entry-level office workers in the following areas. (1 = 
major improvement needed, 3 = no improvement needed) 
1. ability to follow suggestions or instruction 
(teachers= 1.49, employers= 2.02, employees- 2.11) 
2. ability to read and apply printed matter required for job 
(teachers= 1.60, employers 2.05, employees 2.13) 
3. ability to work under pressure 
(teachers= 1.71, employees 2.06, employers= 2.07) 
4. ability to work with others 
(teachers= 1.72, employers= 2.09, employees 2. 25) 
5. ability to write and speak effectively 
(teachers= 1.56, employers= 1.94, employees 2.05) 
6. accuracy in using basic arithmetic skills 
(teachers= 1.57, employers =.2.07, employees 2.15) 
7. attitudes towar·d company and employer 
(teachers= 1.66, employers 2.00, employees 2.19) 
8. concern for safety 
(teachers= 1.94, employees 2.24, employers 2.24) 
9. creativity/originality 
(teachers = 1. 78, employees 2.14, .employers 2.20) 
10 . dependability 
(teachers= 1.53, employers 2.00, employees 2.10) 
11 . pride in quality of work 
(teachers = 1. 52, emp 1 oyers = 1. 90, emp 1 oyees 2 .07) 
12 . responsibility and ability to follow-through 
(teachers 1.53, employers 1.96, employees 2. 13) 
13. dress habits 
(teachers= 1.85 , employers = 2. 12, employees= 2.27) 
14 . techniques in looking for jobs, filling out application 
(teachers= 1.76, employers= 2. 10, employees= 2.17) 
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15. willingness to learn new job skills or take training (teachers = 1. 82 ' employers= 2.15, employees 2.18) 
16. willingness to start at bottom and work up (teachers 1. 78 , employers 2.13, employees 2.13) 
17. work habits 
(teachers= 1.62, employers= 2.02, employees= 2.07) 
Differences between employers-teachers and employers-employees. 
There were differences between employers-teachers and employers-employees 
with regard to the importance of the following personal characteristics 
de sired by employers of entry-1 eve 1 office workers. ( 1 = no importance, 
5 = extremely important) 
1. humor 
(teachers = 3.68, employees = 3.59, employers = 3.33) 
Differences between employees-teachers and employees-employers. 
There were differences between employees-teachers and employees-employers 
with regard to frequency of the following occupational skill s . (1 = 
daily, 5 = never) 
1. typing reports 
(teachers = 2.50, employers = 2.64, employee s 3.08) 
2. arranging meetings and conferences 
(teachers= 2.81, employers 3. 21, employees 3.65) 
3. preparing office reports 
(teachers= 2.51, employers= 2.68, employees 3.23) 
4. supervising full or part-time employees 
(teachers = 2.88, employers 3.22, employees 3.82) 
5. alphabetic filing 
(teachers= 1.19, employers= 1.43, employees= 1.76) 
There were differences between employees=teachers and employees-
employers with regard to the importance of the following personal charac-
teri stic desired by employers of entry- level office workers . (1 =no 
importance, 5 = extremely important) 
1. character and integrity 
(teachers = 4.62, emp loyers = 4.58, employees = 4.34) 
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There were differences between employees-teachers and employees-
emp loyers with regard to the degree of improvement needed in the prepar-
r: 
ation of entry-level office workers in the following area. (1 =major 
improvement needed, 3 = no improvement needed) 
1. concern for productivity 
(teachers= 1.62, employers= 1 .88, employees= 2.09) 
Differences between teachers-employers. There were differences 
between teachers-employers with regard to importance of the following 
occupational skill. (1 =no importance, 5 =extremely important) 
1. typing financial statements 
(teachers = 3.53, employees = 3. 13, employers = 2.82) 
There were differences between t eachers-employers with regard to 
the importance of the following reasons for se lecting entry-level office 
workers. (1 = no importance, 5 = extremely important) 
1. inter~st in specific job 
(teachers= 4.55 , employees 4.28, employers 4.10) 
2. personal appearance 
(teachers = 4.55, employees = 4.33, employers = 4.28) 
There were differences between teachers-employers with regard to the 
importance of the following reasons for not se l ecting entry-level office 
workers. (1 =no importance, 5 =extremel y important) 
1. lack of job related educat ion 
(teachers= 3.97, employees 3.70 , employers 3.57) 
2. little or no work experience 
(employees= 3.36, teachers 3.16, employers 2.98) 
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There were differences between teac hers -employers with regard to the 
impor tance of the following personal characteristics des ired by employers 
of entry-1 eve 1 office workers. ( 1 = no importance, 5 = extremely 
important) 
1. dependability 
(teachers= 4.87, employees= 4.75, employers= 4. 57) 
2. patience 
(teachers= 4.16, employees= 4. 15, employers= 3.91) 
Differences between tea cher s-employees. There were differences 
between teachers-employees with regard to frequency of the following 
occupational skills. (1 = daily, 5 = never) 
1. using the manual typewri ter 
(teachers= 3.23, emp loyers = 3.65, employees 4.06) 
There were differences between teachers-employees with regard to 
importance of the following occupational skills. (l = no importance, 
5 = extreme ly i mportant) 
1. ordering office supplies 
(teachers = 3. 82 , emp l oyers = 3.36 , employees 3.28) 
2. supervising full or part-time employees 
(teachers= 3.39, employers 3.15, employees= 2.69) 
3. alphabetic filing 
(teachers = 4.65, employers = 4.38, employees = 4.29) 
There were differences between teac hers-employees with regard to the 
importa nce of the followi ng reason s fo r se l ecting entry-level office 
worke r s. (1 = no importance, 5 = extremely important) 
l . ambitions 
( t eac hers 4.26, emp l oyees 4.09, employers 3.91) 
2. hobbie s 
(teachers 2.58, employers 2.23, employees 2.12) 
243 
3 . persona 1 i ty 
(teachers = 4.58, employers 4.32, employees 4.28) 
4. scores on employers tests 
(teachers= 3.67, employers= 3.26, employees= 3.26) 
There were differences between teachers-employees with regard to 
the importance of the following reasons for termination of entry-level 
office workers. (1 = no importance, 5 = extremely important) 
1. absenteeism 
(teachers = 4.63, employers = 4.44, employees = 4.36) 
There were differences between teachers-employees with regard to 
the importance of the followin g personal characteristic desired by 
emp loyers of entry-level office workers. (1 =no importance, 5 
extremely important) 
1. attitude 
(teachers= 4.83, employers= 4.67, employees= 4.64) 
There were differences between teachers- employees with regard to 
the degree of improvement needed in the preparation of entry- level office 
workers in the following area. (1 =major improvement needed , 5 = no 
improvement needed) 
1. ambition/motivation 
(teachers = 1.82, employers= 2.00, empl oyees= 2.14) 
Differences between emp loyers-employees. There were differences 
between emp l oyers -empl oyees with regard to frequency of the following 
occupational skill. (1 = daily, 5 = never) 
1. ordering office supplies 
(emmployers = 2.72, teacher s = 2.94 , employees 3. 12) 
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